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INTRODUCTION 
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THE PARMENIDES. 


IT was the cuftom of Pythagoras and his followers, amongft whom Plato 
holds the moft diftinguithed rank, to conceal divine myfteries under the veil 
of fymbols and figures ; to diffemble their wifdom againit the arrogant boaft- 
ings of the Sophifts; to jeft ferioufly, and fport in earneft. Hence, in the 
following moft important dialogue, under the appearance of a certain dia- 
le&tic fport, and, as it were, logical difcuffion, Plato has delivered a complete 
fyftem of the profound and beautiful theology of the Greeks. For it is not 
to be fuppofed that he, who in all his other dialogues introduces difcuffions 
adapted to the chara€ter of the principal fpeaker, fhould in this dialogue 
deviate from his general plan, and exhibit Parmenides, a venerable and aged 
philofopher, engaged in the puerile exercife of a merely logical difputation. 
Befides, it was ufual with the Pythagoreans and Plato to form an harmonious 
conjunction of many materials in one fubjeét, partly in imitation of nature, 
and partly for the fake of elegance and grace. Thus, in the Phadrus, Plato 
mingles oratory with theology; in the Timzus, mathematics with phyfics ; 
and in the prefent dialogue, dialectic with divine {peculations. 

But the reader muft not fuppofe that the dialeétic of Plato is the fame 
with vulgar diale€tic, which is converfant with opinion, and is accurately 
inveftigated in Ariftotle’s Topics: for the bufinefs of this firt of {ciences, 
which at prefent is utterly unknown, is to employ definitions, divifions, ana- 
lyfations, and demonftrations, as primary fciences in the inveftigation of 
caufes ; imitating the progreffions of beings from the firit principle of things, 
and their continuai converfion to it, as the ultimate obje& of detire. “ But 
there are three energies,” fays Proclus", “ of this mott {cientific method : 


2 In MSS. Comment. in Parmenidem, lib. i. 
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the firft of which is adapted to youth, and is ufeful for the purpofe of roufing 
their intellect, which is, as it were, in a dormant ftate; for it is a true exer- 
cife of the eye of the foul in the fpeculation of things, leading forth through 
oppofite pofitions the effential impreffion of reafons which it contains, and 
confidering not only the divine path, as it were, which conduéts to truth, 
but exploring whether the deviations from it contain any thing worthy of 
belief; and, laftly, ftimulating the all-various conceptions of the foul. But 
the fecond energy takes place when intelle& refts from its former inveftiga- 
tions, as becoming moft familiar with the fpeculation of beings, and beholds 
truth itfelf firmly eftablifhed upon a pure and holy foundation. And this 
energy, according to Socrates, by a progreffion through ideas, evolves the 
whole of an intelligible nature, till it arrives at that which is firft; and this 
by analyfing, defining, demonftrating, and dividing, proceeding upwards 
and downwards, till, having entirely inveftigated the nature of intelligibles, 
it raifes itfelf to a nature fuperior to beings. But the foul being perfedtly 
eftablifhed in this nature, as in her paternal port, no longer tends to a more 
excellent object of delre, as fhe has now arrived at the end of her fearch: 
and you may fay that what is delivered in the Phadrus and Sophifta is the 
employment of this energy, giving a twofold divifion to fome, and a four- 
fold to other operations of the dialeétic art ; and on this account it is affigned 
to fuch as philofophize purely, and no longer require preparatory exercife, 
but nourifh the intelleét of their foul in pure intelleG@ion. But the third 
energy, which is exhibitive according to truth, purifies from twofold ignc- 
rance when its reafons are employed upon men full of opinion ; and this is 
{poken of in the Sophifta.” So that the dialeétic energy is triple, either 
fubfifting through oppofite arguments, or alone unfolding truth, or alone 
confuting falfehood. 

Parmenides by means of this diale&tic perfe€ts the conceptions of Socrates 
about ideas. For, as Proclus well obferves, the mode of difcourfe is every 
where obftetric, but does not confute; and is explorative, but not defenfive. 
But it differs, contidered as fometimes proceeding from on high to fuch 
things as are laft, and fometimes afcending from feafible particulars to fuch 
reafons as are accommodated to divine caufes; but, according to each of 
thefe, it elevates Socrates, calls forth his native conceptions concerning 
ideas, and caufes them to poffefs an expanded diftinétion, And in this re- 
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fpe&, fays Proclus, Parmenides truly imitates the paternal caufe of the uni- 
verfality of things, who from the fupreme hypoftafis of all beings, preferves 
and perfects all things, and draws them upwards by his unknown and in- 
.effable powers. 

With re{pe& to the dramatic apparatus of this dialogue, it is neceffary to 
obferve, that the Athenians had two feftivals in honour of Minerva; the 
former of which, on account of the greater preparation required in its cele- 
bration, was called she greater Panathenaia; and the latter, on account of 
its requiring a lefs apparatus, was denominated the effer Panathenaia. The 
celebration of them, likewife, was diftinguifhed by longer and fhorter periods 
of time. In confequence, therefore, of the greater feftival taking place, 
facred to Minerva, Parmenides and Zeno came to Athens, Parmenides being 
the mafter, and Zeno his difciple ; but both of them Eleateans—and not 
only this, fays Proclus, but partakers of the Pythagoric doctrine, according 
to the relation of Callimachus the hiftorian. Parmenides and Zeno, there- 
fore, in a place called the Ceramicus, beyond the walls of the city, and 
which was,facred to the ftatues of the Gods, met with one Pythodorus, toge- 
ther with Socrates and many other Athenians, who came thither for the 
purpofe of hearing the writings of Zeno, The enfuing dialogue, which was 
the confequence of Zeno’s difcourfe, was afterwards related by Pythodorus 
to one Antiphon, the brother on the mother’s fide of Adimantus and Glaucus, 
who were the brothers of Plato, both from the fame father and mother; and 
the dialogue is fuppofed to be again related by Antiphon to Cephalus and 
his companions, in confequence of their foliciting Adimantus and Glaucus 
to requeft Antiphon for the narration. 

Zeno, therefore, having read to the audience a book, in which he ca- 
deavoured to exhibit the difficulties attending the do@trine which afferts the 
exiftence of the many, and this in order to defend the favourite dogma of 
Parmenides, who called eing, the one; Socrates by no means oppotes his 
arguments, but readily admits the errors which muft enfue from fuppo- 
fing multitude to exift, without participating the one. However, Socrates 
does not refthere, but urges Zeno toa fpeculation of the one and the uarties 
which fubfift in intelligible natures, not enduring to dwell on the contem- 
plation of the one which fenfibles contain: and this leads him to the invefti- 
gation of ideas in which the unities of things refide. After this Parmenides, 
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not in the leaft contradi€ting Socrates, but completing the contemplation 
which he had begun, unfolds the entire doétrine of ideas, introducing for 
this purpofe four queftions concerning them: whether they have a fubfift- 
ence; of what things there are ideas, and of what not; what kind of beings 
they are, and what power they poffefs: and how they are participated by 
fubordinate natures. And this being diicuffed, Parmenides afcends from 
hence to the one which fubfifts above intelligibles and ideas, and adduces nine 
hypothefes concerning it; five, fuppofing the one to have a fubfiftence, and 
four, fuppofing it not to fubfift; accurately inveftigating, at the fame time, 
the confequences refulting from thefe hypothefes. But of this more here- 
after. 

With refpe& to ideas, though many invincible arguments may be adduced 
for their exiftence, the following appear to me remarkable for their pertpi- 
cuity and ftrength. Diverfity of powers always indicates diverfity of ob- 
jects. But it is obvious to every one, that the power of intelleét is different 
from the power of fenfe; that which is fenfible, therefore, is one thing, and 
that which is intelligible another. And as intelleét is fuperior to fenfe, fo is 
intelligible more excellent than that which is fenfible. But that which is 
fenfible has an exiftence; and by a much greater reafon, therefore, that 
which is intelligible muft have a real fubfiftence. But intelligible is a cer- 
_tain univerfal {pecies ; for univerfal reafon is always the object of intelli- 
gence. And hence there are fuch things as intelligible and common fpecies 
of things which we call ideas. 

Again, all corporeal natures fubfift in time; but whatever fubfifts in 
time is meatured by time ; and whatever is thus conditioned depends on time 
for the perfection of its being. But time is compofed of the paft, prefent, 
and future. And if we conceive that any one of thefe periods is taken away 
from the nature with which it is conneéted, that nature muft immediately 
perith, Time, therefore, is fo effentially and intimately united with the 
natures which it meafures, that their being; fuch as it is, depends on the 
exiftence of time. But time, as is evident, is perpetually flowing, and this 
in the moft rapid manner imagination can conceive. It is evident, there- 
fore, that the natures to which it is fo effential muft fubfift in a manner 
equally tranfitory and flowing. As we cannot, therefore, affirm with propri- 
ety, of any part of time that it 7s, fince even before we can form the-affertion 
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the prefent time is no more, fo with refpe& to all corporeal natures (from 
their fubfiftence in time), before we can fay that they exift, they lofe all 
identity of being. And hence no one of them is truly that which it is faid to 
be. On the contrary, truth is eternal and immutable : for, if any one fhould 
affert that truth is not, he afferts this either truly or falfely; but if falfely, 
there is fuch a thing as truth; and if truly, then it is true that there is no 
fuch thing as truth. But if it is truly afferted, it can only be true through 
truth; and, confequently, there is fuch a thing as truth, which mutt alfo 
be eternal and immutable. Hence, truth cannot fubfift in any thing mu- 
table; for that which is fituated in a mutable nature is alfo changed in con- 
jun@ion with it. But all corporeal natures are continually changed, and 
hence they are neither true, nor have a true exiftence. If, therefore, the 
forms of bodies are imperfect, they are not the firt forms; for whatever 
ranks as firft is perfect and entire, fince the whole reafon of every nature is 
eftablifhed in that which is firft. There are, therefore, certain forms above 
thefe, perfect, primary, and entire, and which are not indigent of a 
fubje&t. 

But if the forms of bodies are not true, where do the true forms fubfift? 
Shall we fay nowhere? But in this cafe falfehood would be more powerful 
than truth, if the former poffeffed, and the latter had no, fubfiftence. But 
this is impofible. For that which is more powerful derives its power from 
truth; fince, unlefs it was truly more powerful, it would not be that which 
it is faid tobe. But, indeed, without the prefence of truth, the forms which 
are faid to be falfe could not fubfift ; for they would no longer be what they 
are, unlefs it was true that they are falfe. True fpecies, therefore, have a 
fubfiftence fomewhere. But does not our foul poffefs truer fpecies than 
thofe which are the objects of fenfible infpe€tion, by which it judges, con- 
demns, and corrects them, and underftands how far they depart fiom, and 
in what refpect they agree with, fuch forms as are true? But he who does 
not behold true forms, can by no means make a comparifon between them 
and others, and rectify the inaccuracy of the one by the accurate truth of 
the other. For the foul, indeed, correéts the vifible circle, when it does not 
touch a plane in one point only; approves or condemns every artificial 
ftruéture and mufical modulation ; and judges concerning the goodnets or 
depravity, utility or detriment, beauty or deformity, of every object in na- 

ture. 


8 INTRODUCTION TO 


ture. The foul, therefore, poffefles truer forms, by which fhe judges of 
corporeal natures. But neither are thefe forms in the foul firft forms, for 
they are movable ; and though not fubfifting in place, yet they have a dif- 
curfive proceflion through the intervals of time. Nor do they always exift 
in energy; for the foul does not always energize through them. Nor do 
they fubfift in a total but in a partial intellect. For as the foul is not total 
intellect, on account of its felfsmotive nature, fo the intelle@ which is in 
foul is not a total and firft intelle@, but fuffers a remiffion of intelle@ual union, 
from its connection with the difcurfive energies of foul. ‘There is, there- 
. fore, above foul, and that intelle&t which is a part of foul, a certain firft in- 
telle@t, in itfelf entire and perteétly complete, in which the firft and moft 
true fpecies of all things are contained, and which have a fubfiftence inde- 
pendent of time, place, and motion. And this firft intelleét is no other than 
that vital nature avro~woy, or animal itfelf, in which Plato in the Timzus 
reprefents the artificer of the univerfe contemplating the ideas of things, 
and fabricating the machine of the world according to this all-beautiful 
exemplar. 

Again, the artificer of the univerfe muft be a God. Every God operates 
effentially, or produces from his effence that which he produces, becaufe 
this is the moft perfet mode of produétion. Every thing which operates 
effentially produces an image of itfelf. He, therefore, who fabricated the 
univerfe, fabricated it an image of itfelf. But if this be the cafe, he contains 
in himfelf paradigmatically the caufes of the univerfe: and thefe caufes are 
ideas. To which we may add, that the perfect muft neceffarily antecede 
the imperfect; unity, multitude; the indivifible, the divifible; and that 
which abides perpetually the fame, that which fubfifts in unceafing muta- 
tion. From all which it follows, that things do not originate from bafer 
natures, but that they end in thefe; and that they commence from natures 
the moft perfect, the moft beautiful, and the beft. For it is not poffible that 
our inteilect fhould be able to apprehend things properly equal, fimilar, 
and the like, and that the intelle€t of the artificer of the univerte fhould not 
contain in itfelf the eflentially equal, juft, beautiful, and good, and, in fhort, 
every thing which has a univerfal and perfe& fubfiftence, and which, from 
its refidence in deity, forms a link of that luminous chain of fubftances to 
which we very properly give the appellation of ideas. 

The 
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The following additional! arguments in defence of the Platonic doétrine 
of ideas are given for the fake of the liberal and Platonic reader. The 
whole is nearly extracted from the MS. Conimentary of Proclus on the 
Parmenides. 

This vifible world is either felf-fubfiftent, or it derives its fubfiftence from 
a {fuperior caufe. But if it is admitted to be felf-fubfiftent, many abfurd 
confequences will enfue: for it is necefflary that every thing felt-{ubfiftent 
fhould be impartible; becaufe every thing which makes and every thing 
which generates is entirely incorporeal. For bodies make through incor- 
poreal powers; fire by heat, and {now by coldnefs. But if it is neceflary 
that the maker fhould be incorporeal, and in things felf-fubfiftent the fame 
thing is the maker and the thing made, the generator and the thing gene- 
rated, that which is felf-fubfiftent will be perfectly impartible. But the 
world is not a thing of this kind: for every body is every way divifible, 
and confequently is not felf-fubfiftent. Again: every thing felf-fubfiftent is 
alfo felf-energetic. For, as it generates itfelf, it is by a much greater 
priority naturally adapted to energize in itfelf, fince to make and to gene- 
rate are no other than to energize. But the world is not felf-motive, becaufe 
itis corporeal. No body, therefore, is naturally adapted to be moved, and at 
the fame time to move according to the whole of itfelf. For neither can the 
whole at the fame time heat itfelf, and be heated by itfelf: for, becaufe it is 
heated, it will not yet be hot, in confequence of the heat being gradually 
propagated through all its parts; but, becaufe it heats, it will poffeis heat, 
and thus the fame thing will be, and yet not be, hot. As, therefore, it 1s 
impomible that any body can move itfelf according to internal change, 
neither can this be effected by any other motion. And, in fhort, every cor- 
poreal motion is more fimilar to paffion than to energy; but a felf-motive 
energy is immaterial and impartible: fo that, if the world is corporeal, it 
will not be felf-motive. But, if not.felf-motive, neither will it be felf-fub- 
fiftent. And if it is not felf-fubfiftent, it is evident that it is produced by 
another caute. 

For, again, that which is not felf-fubfiftent is twofold, viz. it is either 
better than, or inferior to, caufe. And that which is more excellent than 
caufe *, as is the ineffable principle of things, has fomething pofterior to 


1 This is demonftrated by Proclus in his Elements of Theology. 
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itfelf, fuch as is a felf-fubfiftent nature. But that which is fubordinate to 
caufe is entirely fufpended from a felf-fubfiftent caufe. It is neceflary, 
therefore, that the world fhould fubfift from another more excellent caufe. 
But, with refpeét to this caufe, whether does it make according to free will 
and the reafoning energy, or produce the univerfe by its very effence? for, 
if according to free will, its energy in making will be unftable and ambi- 
guous, and will fubfift differently at different times. The world, there- 
fore, will be corruptible: for that which is generated from a caufe moving 
differently at different times is mutable and corruptible. But, if the 
caufe of the univerfe operated from reafoning and inquiry in producing 
the world, his energy could not be fpontaneous and truly his own; but 
his effence would be fimilar to that of the artificer, who does not derive 
his productions from himfelf, but procures them as fomething adventitious 
by learning and inquiry. Hence we infer that the world is eternal, and 
that its maker produced it by his very effence; for, in fhort, every thing 
which makes according to free wiil has alfo the effential energy. Thus, our 
foul, which energizes in many things according to free will, imparts at the 
fame time life to the body by its very effence, which life does not depend 
cn our free will: for, otherwife, the animal from every adverfe circumftance 
would be diffolved, the foul on fuch occafions condemning its affuciation 
with the body. But not every thing which operates from its very effence 
has alfo another energy according to free will. Thus, fire heats by its very 
effence alone, but produces nothing from the energy of will; nor is this 
etfeCted bv fnow, nor, in fhort, by any body, fo far as body. If, therefore, 
the effential energy is more extended than that of free will, it is evident 
that it proceeds from a more venerable and elevated caufe: and this very 
properly; for the creative energy of natures that operate from their very 
efience is unattended with anxiety. But it is efpeciallv neceffary to con- 
ceive an energy of this kind in divine natures; fince we alfo then live more 
free from anxiety, and with greater eafe, when cur life is divine, or accord- 
ing to virtue. If, therefore, there is a caufe of the univerfe operating from 
his very effence, he is that primarily which his produétion is fecondarily ; 
and that which he is primarily he imparts in a fecondary degree to his pro- 
duction. Thus, fire both imparts heat to fomething elfe, and is itfelf hot ; 
and foul imparts life, and puff fles hfe: and this reafoning will be found to 
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be true in every thing which operates effentially. The caute of the uni- 
verfe, therefore, fabricating from his very effence, is that primarily which 
the world is fecondarily. But, 1f the world is full of all-various forms, 
thefe will fubfift primarily in the caufe of the world: for it is the fame 
caufe which gave fubfiftence to the fun and moon, to man and horfe, Thefe, 
therefore, are primarily in the caufe of the world; anothcr fun befides the 
apparent, another man, and, in a fimilar manner, every other form. There 
are, therefore, forms prior to fenfibles, and demiurgic caufes of the pheeno- 
mena pre-fubfifting in the one caufe of the univerfe. 

But if any one fhould fay that the world has indeed a caufe, yet not pro- 
ducing, but final, and that thus all things are orderly difpofed with relation to 
this caufe, it is fo far well indeed, that they admit the good to prefide over 
the univerfe. But, it may be afked, whether does the world receive anv 
thing from this caufe, or nothing according to defire? for, if nothing, the 
defire by which it extends itfelf towards this caufe is vain. But if it receives 
fomething from this caufe, and this caufe not only imparts good to the 
world, but imparts it effentially, by a much greater priority, it will be the 
caufe of exiftence to the univerfe, that it may impart good to it effentially ; 
and thus he will not only be the final, but the producing caufe of the univerfe. 

In the next place, let us dire& our attention to the phanomena, to things 
equal and unequal, fimilar and diffimilar, and all fuch fenfible particulars as 
are by no means truly denominated: for where is there equality in fenfibles 
which are mingled with inequality? where fimilitude in things filled with 
diffimilitude? where the beautiful among things of which the fubje¢t is bafe ? 
where the good in things in which there is capacity and the imperfe@? Each 
of thefe fenfible particulars, therefore, is not that truly which it is faid to be: 
for, how can things, the nature of which confifts in the impartible and in pri- 
vation of interval, fubfift perfectly in things partible, and endued with in- 
terval? But our foul is able, both to conceive and generate things far more 
accurate and pure than the phenomena. Hence, it correéts the apparent 
circle, and points out how far it falls thort of the perfeétly accurate. And 
it is evident that in fo doing it beholds another form more beautiful and 
more perfec than this: for, unlefs it beheld fomething more pure, it could 
not fay that this is not truly beautiful, and that is not in every refpeét equal. 
If, therefore, a partial foul fuch as ours is able to generate and contemplate 
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in itfelf things more perfect than the phenomena, fuch as the accurate 
fphere and circle, the accurately beautiful and equal, and, in a fimilar man- 
ner, every other form, but the caufe of the univerte is neither able to gene- 
rate, nor contemplate, things more beautiful than the phænomena, how is 
the one the fabricator of the univerfe, but the other of a part of the univerfe? 
For a greater power is effective of things more perfe&, and a more imma- 
terial intelle€&t contemplates more excellent fpećtacles. The maker of the 
world, therefore, is able bcth to generate and underftand forms much more 
accurate and perfec than the phenomena. Where, then, does he generate, 
and where does he behold them? Evidently, in himfelf : for he contemplates 
himfelf. So that, by beholding and generating himfelf, he at the fame time 
generates in himfelf, and gives fubfiitence to forms more immaterial and 
more accurate than the phenomena. 

In the third place, if there is no caufe of the univerfe, but all things are 
from chance, how are all things coordinated to each other, and how do 
things perpetually fubfift? And whence js it that all things are thus gene- 
rated according to nature with a frequency of fubfiftence? for whatever 
originates from chance does not fubfift frequently, but feldom. But if there 
is one caufe, the fource of coordination to all things, and this caufe is igno- 
rant of itfelf, muft there not be fome nature prior to this, which, by know- 
ing itfelf, imparts being to this caufe? for it is impoffible that a nature 
which is ignorant thould be more excellent than that which has a knowledge 
of itfeif. If, therefore, this caufe knows itfelf, it is evident that, knowing 
itfelf to be a caufe, it muft alfo know the things of which it is the caufe ; 
fo that it will alfo comprehend the things which it knows. If, therefore, 
intelleét is the caufe of the univerfe, it alfo coordinated all things to each 
other: for there is one artificer of all things. But the univerfe is various, 
and all its parts do not participate either of the fame dignity or order. Who 
is it then that meafures the dignity of thefe, except the power that gave 
them fubfiftence? Who diftributed every thing in a convenient order, and 
fixed it in its proper feat—the fun here, and there the moon, the earth 
here, and there the mighty heaven—except the being by whom thefe were 
produced? Who gave coordination to all things, and produced one har- 
mony from all, except the power who imparted to every thing its effence and 
nature? If, therefore, he orderly difpofed all things, he cannot be ignorant 
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of the order and rank which every thing maintains in the univerfe ; for to 
operate in this manner would be the province of irrational nature, and not 
of a divine caufe, and would be the charatteriftic of neceffity, and not of 
intellectual providence, Since, if, intelleétually perceiving himfelf, he knows 
himfelf, but knowing himfelf and the effence which he is allotted, he knows 
that he is an immovable caufe, and the obje& of defire to all things, he will 
alfo know the natures to which he is defirable: for he is not defirable from 
accident, but effentially. He will therefore either be ignorant of what he is 
effentially, or, knowing this, he will alfo know that he is the objeét of 
defire ; and, together with this, he will know that all things defire him, and 
what the natures are by which he is defired: for, of two relatives, to know 
one definitely, and the other indefinitely, is not the charaéteriftic of {cience, 
and much lefs of intellectual perception. But, knowing definitely the things 
by which he is defired, he knows the caufes of them, in confequence of be- 
holding himfelf, and not things of a pofterior nature. If, therefore, he 
does not in vain poflefs the caufes of all things, he muft neceffarily, accord- 
ing to them, bound the order of all things, and thus be of all things the im- 
movable caufe, as bounding their order by his very effence. 

But whether fhall we fay that, becaufe he defigned to make all things, he 
knew them, or, becaufe he underftands all things, on this account he gave 
fubfifttence to all things? But if, in confequence of defigning to make all 
things, he knows all things, he will poffefs inward energy, and a converfion 
to himfelf fubordinate to that which proceeds outwardly, and his knowledge 
of beings will fubfift for the fake of things different from himfelf. But if 
this is abfurd, by knowing himfelf he will be the maker of all things. And, 
if this be the cafe, he will make things external fimilar to thofe which he 
contains in himfelf; for {uch is the natural order of things, that externally 
p-oceeding fhould be fufpended from inward energy, the whole world from 
the all perfect monad of ideas, and the parts of the vifible univerte from 
monads which are feparated from each other. 

In the fourth place, we fay that man is generated from man, and from 
every thing its like. After what manner, therefore, are they gencrated ? 
for you will not fay that the generation of thefe is from chance: for neither 
nature nor divinity makes any thing in vain. But, if the generation of men 
is not from chance, whence is it? You will fay, It is evidently from feed. 
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Let it then be admitted, that man is from feed; but feed pofleifes produétive 
powers in capacity, and not in energy. For, fince it is a body, it is not 
naturally adapted to poffefs rodain powers impartibly and in energy: 
for every Where a fubfiftence in energy precedes a fubfiftence in capacity : 
fince, being imperfe&, it requires the affiftance of fomething elfe endued with 
a perfective power. This fomething elfe you will fay is the nature of the 
mother; for this perfeĉts and fathions the offspring by its produétive powers. 
Fer the apparent form of the mother does not make the infant, but nature, 
which is an incorporeal power and the principle of motion. If, therefore, 
nature changes the productive powers of feed from capacity to a fubfiftence 
in energy, nature muft herfelf poffefs thefe productive powers in energy. 
Hence, being irrational and without imagination, fhe is at the fame time 
the caufe af phyfical reafons. As the nature cf man, therefore, contains 
human produdtive powers, does not alfo nature in a lion contain thofe of the 
lion; as, for inftance, the reafons or produétive powers of the head, the 
hair, the feet, and the other parts of the lion? Or, whence, on fhedding a 
tooth, does another grow in its place, unlefs from an inherent power which 
is able to make the rect ? How, likewife, does it at the fame time make 
bone and flefh, and each of the other parts? for the fame thing energizing 
according to the fame would not be able to fafhion fuch a variety of orga- 
nization, But does not nature in plants alfo poffefs produétive powers as well 
asin animals? or fhali we not fav that, in thefe likewife, the order of gene- 
ration and the lives of the plants evince that they are perfe€ted from orderly 
caufes? It is evident, therefore, from the fannie reafoning, that the natures 
of thefe alfo comprehend the apparent productive powers. Let us then 
afcend from thefe to the one nature of the earth, which generates whatever 
breathes and creeps on its furface, and which by a much greater priority 
Contains the predudtive powers of plants and animals. Or whence the ge- 
neration of things from putrefaćtion ? (for the hypothefis of the experiment- 
alifts is weak and futile.) Whence is it that different kinds of plants grow 
in the fame place, without human care and attention? Is it not evident that 
it is from the whole nature of the earth, containing the produdtive powers 
of ail thefe in herfelf? And thus proceeding, we fhall find that the nature 
in each of the elements and celeftial fpheres comprehends the produétive 
powers of the animals which it contains. And if from the celetftial {pheres 
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we afcend to the nature of the univerfe itfelf, we may alfo inquire refpeéting 
this, whether it contains forms or not, and we fhall be compelled to confefs, 
that in this alfo the produétive and motive powers of all things are contained : 
for whatever is perfected from inferior fubfifts in a more excellent and per- 
fect manner from more univerfal natures. The nature of the univerfe, there- 
fore, being the mother of all things, comprehends the produétive powers of 
all things; for, otherwife, it would be abfurd that art, imitating natural 
reafons, fhould operate according to produétive principles, but that nature 
herfelf fhould energize without reafons, and without inward meafures. But, 
if nature contains productive principles, it is neceflary that there fhould be 
another cause prior to nature, which is comprehentfive of forms; for nature 
verging to bodies energizes in them, juft as if we fhould conceive an artift 
verging to pieces of timber, and inwardly, by various operations, reducing 
them to a certain form: for thus nature, merged together with and dwell- 
ing in corporeal maffes, infpires them with her produétive powers and with 
motion ; fince things which are moved by others require a caufe of this kind, 
a caufe which is properly irrational indeed, that it may not depart from 
bodies, which cannot fubfift without a caufe continually refiding with them, 
but containing the productive powers of bodies, that it may be able to pre- 
ferve all things in their proper boundaries, and move every thing in a conve- 
nient manner. Nature, therefore, belongs to other things, being merged 
in, or coordinated with, bodies. But it is requifite that the moft principal 
and proper caufe fhould be exempt from its productions: for, by how much 
more the maker 1s exempt from the thing made, by fo much the more per- 
fely and purely will he make. And, in fhort, if nature is irrational, it 
requires a leader. There is, therefore, fomething prior to nature, which con- 
tains produétive powers, and from which it is requifite that every thing in 
the world fhould be fufpended. Hence, a knowledge of generated natures 
will tubfift in the caute of the world more excellent than the knowledge 
which we poflefs; fo far as this caufe not only knows, but gives fubfiltence 
to, all things; but we poffefs knowledge alone. But if the demiurgic caufe 
of the univerfe knows all things, if he beholds them externally, he will 
again be ignorant ot himfel!, and will be fubordinate to a partial foul; but, 
if he beholds them in himfelf, he wall contain in himielf all forms, iutel- 
lectual and gnoftic. 

In 
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In the fifth place, things produced from an immovable caufe are im- 
movable and without mutation ; but things produced from a movable caufe 
are again movable and mutable, and fubfift differently at different times. If 
this be the cafe, all fuch things as are effentially eternal and immutable muft 
be the progeny of an immovable caufe; for, if from a movable caufe, they 
will be mutable ; which is impoffible. Are not, therefore, tne form of man 
and the form of horfe from a caute, if the whole world fubfitts from a caufe ? 
From what caufe, therefore? Is it from an immovable or froma movable 
caufe? But if from a movable caufe, the human fpecies will fome time 
or other fail; fince every thing which fubfifts from a movable caufe ranks 
among things which are naturally adapted to perih. We may alfo make 
the fame inquiry refpeGting the fun and moon, and each of the ftars: for, 
if thefe are produced from a movable caufe, in thefe alfo there will be a 
mutation of effence. But if thefe, and all fuch forms as eternally fubfift in 
the univerfe, are from an immovable caufe, where does the immovable 
caufe of thefe fubfit? Forit is evidently not in bodies, fince every natural 
body is naturally adapted to be moved. It therefore fubfifts proximately in 
nature. But nature is irrational; and it is requifite that caufes properly fo 
called fhould be intelleétual and divine. Hence, the immovable caufes of 
thefe forms fubfift primarily in intelle€t, fecondarily in foul, in the third gra- 
dation in nature, and laftly in bodies. For all things either fubfift appa- 
rently or unapparently, either feparate or infeparable from bodies; and if 
feparate, either immovably according to effence and energy, or immovably 
according to effence, but movably according to energy. Thofe things, there- 
fore, are properly immovable, which are immutable both according to effence 
and energy, fuch as are intelligibles ; but thofe poffefs the fecond rank which 
are immovable indeed according to effence, but movable according to 
energy, and fuch are fouls: in the third place, things unapparent indeed, 
but infeparable from the phenomena, are fuch as belong to the empire of 
nature; and thofe rank in the laft place which are apparent, fubfift in fen- 
fibles, and are divifible: for the gradual fubjection of forms proceeding as far 
as to fenfibles ends in thefe. 

In the fixth place, let us fpeculate after another manner concerning the 
fubfiftence of forms or ideas, beginning from demonftrations themfelves. 


For Ariftotle has proved in his Laft Analytics, and all {cientific men muft 
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confefs, that demonftrations are entirely from things which have a priority 
of fubfiftence, and which are naturally more honourable. But if the things 
from which demonftrations confift are univerfals, (for every demontftration is 
from thefe),—hence, thefe muft be caufes to the things which are unfolded 
from them. When, therefore, the aftronomer fays, that the circles in the 
heavens bifeét each other, fince every greatett circle bifeéts its like, whether 
does he demonftrate or not? For he makes his conclufion from that which 
is univerfal. But where fhall we find the caufes of this fection of circles in 
the heavens which are more univerfal than the circles? For they will not 
be in bodies, fince every thing which is in body is divifible. They muft, 
therefore, refide in an incorporeal effence ; and hence there muft be forms 
which have a fubfiftence prior to apparent forms, and which are the caufes 
of fubfiftence to thefe, in confequence of being more univerfal and more 
powerful. Science, therefore, compels us to admit that there are univertfal 
forms, which have a fubfiftence prior to particulars, are more effential and 
more caufal, and from which the very being of particulars is derived. 

By afcending from motion we may alfo after the fame manner prove the 
exiftence of ideas. Every body from its own proper nature is alter-motive, 
or moved by another, and is indigent of motion externally derived. But the 
firk, moft proper and principal motion is in the power which moves the 
mundane wholes: for he pofleffes the motion of a mover, and body the 
motion of that which is moved, and corporeal motion is the image of that 
which pre-fubfifts in this power. For that is perfeét motion becaute it is 
energy; but the motion in body is imperfect energy: and the imperfeé de- 
rives its fubfiftence from the perfea. 

From knowledge alfo we may perceive the neceffity of the fame conclu- 
fion. For laft knowledge is that of bodies, whether it be denominated 
fenfible or imaginable : for all fuch knowledge is deftitute of truth, and does 
not contemplate any thing univerfal and common, but beholds all things 
invefted with figure, and all things partial. But more perfe& knowledge is 
that which is without figure, which is immaterial, and which fubfifts by 
itfelf, and from itfelf; the image of which is fenfe, fince this is imperfect 
knowledge, fubfifting in another, and not originating from itfelf. If, there- 
fore, as in motion, fo alfo in knowledge and in life, that which participates, 
that which is participated, and that which is imparticipable, are different 
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from each other, there is alfo the fame reafoning with refped to otber forms. 
For matter is one thing, the form which it contains another, and {till different 
from either is the feparate form, For God and Nature do not make things 
imperfect which fubfift in fomething different from themfelves, and which 
have an obfcure and debile exifteuce, but have not produced things perfect, 
and which fubfift from themfelves ; but by a much greater priority they have 
given fubfiftence to thefe, and from thefe have produced things which are 
participated by, and merged in, the darknefs of matter. 

But if it be requifite {ummarily to relate the caufe that induced the Pytha- 
goreans and Plato to adopt the hypothefis of ideas, we muft fay, that all 
thefe vifible natures, celeftial and fublunary, are either from chance, or fub- 
fiit from a caufe. But that they fhouid be from chance is impoffible: for 
things more excellent will fubfift in things fubordinate, viz. intelle¢t, reafon, 
and caufe, and that which proceeds from caufe. To which we may add, as 
Ariftotle obferves, that prior to caufes according to accident, it is requifite 
that there fhould be things which have an effential fubfittence; for the acci- 
dental is that in which the progreffions of thefe are terminated. So that a 
jubfiftence from caufe will be more antient than a fubfiftence from chance, 
if the moft divine of things apparent are the progeny cf chance. But if 
there is a caufe of all things, there will either be many unconjoined caufes, 
or one caule ; but if many, we fhall not be able to affign to what it is owing 
that the world is one, fince there will not be one caufe according to which 
all things are coordinated. It will alfo be abfurd to fuppofe that this caufe 
is irrational, For, again, there will be fomething among things pofterior 
better than the caufe of all things, viz. that which, being within the uni- 
verfe, and a part of the whole, operates according to reafon and knowledge, 
and yet derives this prerogative from an irrational caufe. But if this caufe 
is rational and knows itfelf, it will certainly know itfelf to be the caufe of 
all; or, being ignorant of this, it will be ignorant of its own nature. But 
if it knows that it is effentially the caufe of the univerfe, it will alfo defi- 
nitely know that of which itis the caufe; for, that which definitely knows 
the one will alfo definitely know the other. Hence, he will know every 
thing which the univerfe contains, and of which he is the caufe: and if this 
be the cafe, beholding himfelf, and knowing himfelf, he knows things pof- 
terior to himielf. By immaterial reafons, therefore, and forms, he knows 
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the mundane reafons and forms from which the univerfe confiits, and the 
univerfe 1s contained in him as ina caufe feparate from matter. This. 
Proclus adds, was the doétrine of the Eleatic Zeno, and the advocates for 
ideas : nor did thefe men alone, fays he, form conceptions of this kind re- 
fpecting ideas, but their doétrine wis alfo conformable to that of the theo- 
logifts. For Orpheus fays, that after the abforption of Phanes in Jupiter all 
things were generated: fince prior to this the caufes of all mundane natures 
fubfifted unitedly in Phanes, but fecondarily and with feparation in the 
demiurgus of the univerfe. For there the fun and the moon, heaven it- 
felf, and the elements, Love the fource of union, and in fhort all things, 
were produced: for there was a natural conflux, fays Orpheus, of all things 
in the belly of Jupiter. Nor did Orpheus ftop here; but he alio delivered 
the order of demiurgic forms through which fenfible natures were allotted 
their prefent diftribution. Proclus further adds: The Gods alfo have 
throught fit to unfold to mankind the truth refpe€ting ideas; and have de- 
clared what the one fountain is whence they proceed; where ideas firft fub- 
fift in full perfeétion ; and how in their progreffion they affimilate all things, 
both wholes and parts, to the Father of the univerfe. What Proclus here 
alludes to is the following Chaldaic Oracle : 


Nous matpog epaorCnos venras axed: Coury 
Ta ppmopPous sas” whyng Ò: pias ATORTATAL 
EZ:bosov’ marpoh:y yap eny BovAyze TEIS Té. 
AAN epspirIyrav vozpw mugi morn Serr axi 
Esco xas vospaç” HOT had yap avač monupes?s 
Tou9nusy vospoy Tumes aDGitor, 0u xaTa KOT JOY 
Ixos eneryopmevos uoobns psta xorpos Darin, 
Tavrescig ects HEX APIO EVES, CGY pk NTN 
EE ns porCevytae pEpEpIo pvt MAAC ATANT 
‘Phy IV EVAL Hoo Kou TEDL TWAT, at Tpi NEI TO 
Lpsplarsous opyo coixvixi DoptoTat, 
T pemovost megs T ands Tapa oyedos aAAUSIG HAAN 
Eyvoiæt voipar Tyg KATHA AWO, TEAU 
Apatropsvecs Tupos ayjos anomntou Xporcu, Axpi 
Apy syovous sag mpwTy ratzog sGAurs Tas ò: 
AutotéAns ivy. 
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i.e. * The intellect of the Father made a crafhing noife, underftanding 
with unwearied counfel omniform ideas. But with winged fpeed they 
leaped forth from one fountain: for both the counfel and the end were from 
the Father. In confequence, too, of being allotted an intelleGual fire, 
they are divided into other intelleétual forms: for the king previoufly 
placed in the multiform world an intelletual incorruptible impreffion, the 
veftige of which haftening through the world, caufes it to appear invefted 
with form, and replete with all-various ideas of which there is one fountain. 
From this fountain other immenfe diftributed ideas rufh with a crafhing 
noife, burfting forth about the bodies of the world, and are borne along its 
terrible bofoins like {warms of bees. They turn themfelves, too, on all 
fides, and nearly in all dire€tions. They are intellectual conceptions 
from the paternal fountain, plucking abundantly the flower of the fire of 
fleeplefs time. But a felf-perfeét fountain pours forth primogenial ideas 
from the primary vigour of the Father.” 

Through thefe things, fays Proclus, the Gods have clearly fhown where 
ideas fubfift, who the divinity is that comprehends the one fountain of thefe, 
and that from this fountain a multitude proceeds. Likewife, how the 
world is fabricated according to ideas; that they are motive of all mundane 
fyftems; that they are effentially intelle€tual; and that they are all-various 
according to their characteriftics. 

If, therefore, he adds, arguments perfuade us to admit the hypothefis re- 
fpecting ideas, and the wife unite in the fame defign, viz. Plato, Pythagoras, 
and Orpheus, and the Gods clearly bear witnefs to thefe, we fhould but 
little regard fophiftical arguments, which are confuted by themfelves, and 
affert nothing fcientific, nothing fane. For the Gods have manifeftly de- 
clared that they are conceptions of the Father: for they abide in his in- 
telligence. They have likewife afferted that they proceed to the fabri- 
cation of the world; for the crafhing noife fignifies their progreffion ;—that 
they are omniform, as comprehending the caules of all divifible natures ; that 
from‘fontal ideas others proceed, which are allotted the fabrication of the 
world, according to its parts, and which are faid to be fimilar to {warms of 
bees; and laftly, that they are generative of fecondary natures. 

Timzus, therefore, places in intelligibles the one primary caufe of all 
ideas ; for there animal itfelf fubfifts, as is evident from that dialogue. But 
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the oracles fay, that the fountain of ideas pre-fubfifts in the demiurgus ; nor are 
thefe affertions difcordant with each other, as they may appear to be to fome. 
For it is not the fame thing to inveftigate the one and total caufe of mundane 
forms, and fimply to contemplate the firft unfolding into light of every 
feries of ideas ; but the comprehenfion of the former muft be referred to the 
demiurgus, and of the latter to the intelligible order itfelf, of divine natures, 
from which the demiurgus is filled, and all the orders of an ideal efence. 
And, on this account, 1 think the oracles affert, that ideas proceed with a 
crafhing noife from their intelle@tual fountain, and, being diftributed in 
different places, bur{t about the bodies of the world, in confequence of the 
caufe of mundane natures being comprehended in this fountain, according 
to which, all generated compofite natures in the world are invefted with 
form, conformably to the demiurgic will. But the forms fubfifting in 
animal itfelf, according to an intelligible bound, are neither faid by Plato 
to be moved, nor to leap into bodies, but to impart effence to all things by 
their very effence alone. If, therefore, to fubfitt through energy and motion 
is fecondary to a making prior to energizing and being moved, it is evident 
that the ideas intelligibly and immovably eftablifhed in animal itfelf are 
allotted an order more elevated than demiurgic ideas. And the demiurgus 
is fabricative of forms in a twofold refpeét ; both according to the fountain 
in himfelf, and according to intelligible ideas: for there are the total caufes 
of all things, and the four monads; but, thence originating, they proceed 
through the whole divine orders as far as to the laft of things, fo that the 
laft and fenfible images of thefe poffefs a certain fimilitude, more clearly of 
fome, and more obfcurely of others. He, likewife, who is capable of follow- 
ing the divine progreffions will perceive that every fenfible form exprefles 
the idioms of all of them. For the immovable and the eternal in fenfible 
forms are no otherwife prefent than from the firft forms: for they are 
primarily eternal; and hence they communicate eternity to the confequent 
progreffions in a fecondary and third gradation. Again, that every form is 
a multitude, fubfifts according to a peculiar number, and is filled with its 
proper numbers, and that on this account a different form is referred toa 
different divine order to us unknown and ineffable,—this it receives from the 
fummit of the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual order, and from 


the forms which there fubfift occultly, and ineffably : juft as the power of 
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uniting a diffipated effence, and bounding the infinity of generated natures 
in common limits, is derived from the conneting order, and from connec- 
tive forms. But to be entirely perfeGtive of an imperfe& nature, and to pro- 
duce into energy the aptitude of fubjects, comprehending the unfigured in 
figures, and the imperfeét in perfection, is folely derived from perfe&tiv2 
deity, and the forms which there appear. Again, fo far as every form 
haftens to verge to itfelf, and comprehends parts uniformly in itfelf, fo far it 
bears an image of the fummit of intelledtuals, and the impartible fubfiftence 
of forms eftablifhed according to that order. But fo far as it proceeds with 
life, fubfifts through motion, and appears immovably in things moved, fo 
far it participates of the vivific feries, and expreffes the powers of vivific 
forms. Again, fo far as it poffeffcs the power of giving form to matter, is 
filled with artificial fabrication pervading through nature herfelf, and evinces 
a wonder fubtilty, and a production of forms according to reafon, fo far it 
receives the reprefentations of demiurgic ideas. If, likewife, it affimilates 
fenfibles to intelligibles, and feparates the effences of them by mutations 
according to reafons, it is evident that it refembles the affimilative orders of 
forms, from which the divilible progreffions of mundane natures appear, 
which inveft fenfibles with the reprefentations from intelligibles. Further 
ftill, if every form pervades to many things, though it be material, and 
bounds the multitude of them according to its proper form, muft it not, ac- 
cording to this power, be referred to that order of Gods which governs with 
a liberated characteriftic the allotments in the world, and draws to itfelf 
many portions of divine allotments in the univerfe? We may behold, there- 
fore, an uninterrupted continuity of the whole feries fupernally proceeding 
from intelligible ideas as far as to the laft of things, and likewife perceive 
what peculiarities fenfibles derive from each order. For it is requifite that 
all fecoudary things fhould participate of the natures prior to them, and thus 
enjoy each, according to the order which they are feverally allotted. 

With refpedt to what things there are ideas of, and what not, I fhall fum- 
marily obferve, that there are ideas only of univerfal and perfeé fubftances, 
and of whatever contributes to the perfe@ion of thefe, as for inftance of 
man, and whatever is perfective of man, fuch as wifdom and virtue; and 


confequently matter, particulars, parts, things artificial, evil and fordid 
natures, are excluded from the region of ideas. 
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To the queftion what kind of beings ideas are, we may anfwer with Zeno- 
crates, according to the relation of Proclus, that they are the exemplary caufes 
of things, which perpetually fubfift according to nature. They are exemplars, 
indeed, becaufe the final caute, or rhe good, is fuperior to thefe, and that 
which is properly the efficient caufe, or the demiurgic intelleét, is of an in- 
ferior ordination. But they are the exemplars of things according to nature, 
becaufe there are no ideas of things unnatural or artificial: and of fuch 
natural things as are /erfetual, becaufe there are no ideas of mutable par- 
ticulars. 

Laftly, ideas are participated by material natures, fimilar to the impreffions 
in wax of a feal, to images appearing in water or a mirror, and to pi¢tures. 
For material fpecies, on account of their union with matter, are analogous 
to the impreffions of a feal; but on account of their apparently real, but at 
the fame time delufive fubfiftence in its dark receptacle, they are fimilar to 
images in water, or in a mirror, or a dream; and they refemble pictures on 
account of their fimilitude, though very remote and obfcure, to firft ideas 
themfelves. We may add too, as Proclus beautifully obferves, that they 
derive their fubfiftence as zmpreffions from the mundane Gods; their afhparent 
exiftence from the /:berated Gods; and their /imilitude to fupernal forms 
from the /upermundane or afimilative Gods. And thus much for the firft 
part of the dialogue, or the doétrine of ideas !. 

But in order to a fummary view of the inimitably profound and fublime 
difcuffion which the fecond part contains concerning the one, it is neceflary to 
obferve, that by the one itfeif the Pythagoreans and Plato fignified the firft 
caufe, which they very properly confidered as perfeGtly fupereffential, inef- 
fable and unknown. For it is neceffary that multitude fhould be pofterior 
to unity : but it is impoffible to conceive being * without multitude, and con- 
fequently the caufe of all beings muft be void of multitude and fupereffential. 
And that this was really the opinion of the moft antient Pythagoreans, from 


* See more concerning ideas in the firft differtation prefixed to my tranflation of Proclus on 
Euclid, in the notes to my tranflation of Ariftotle’s Metaphyfics, and in the notes to this dialogue. 

2 If being were the fame with t4e one, multitude would be the fame with non being : for the 
oppolite to the one is multitude, and the oppofite to being is non-being. As being, therefore, is not 
the fame with, it muk be pofterior to, the one; for there is not any thing in things more excellent 
than unity. 
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whom Plato derived his philofophy, the following citations will abundantly 
evince. 

And, in the firft place, this is evident from a fragment of Archytas, a moft 
antient Pythagorean, on the principles of things, preferved by Stobæus, 
Eclog. Phyí. p. 82, and in which the following extraordinary paffage occurs : 
‘Oot avayxc THEG EILEV TAG APY AS, TAY TE EFTW TWY mpayuarwy xat Tay mopPw, xxi to 
ef AUTOU KIVATINOY XAI HOpaTtoy duva usi" TO 8: TOLSTOY oy 0U joovoy * EI MSY Ost; aAra mal yow Tl 
xpirooy vow OE ua-coov ET! OT: ovouaComy Deoy Gavspov—i. e. § So that it is ne- 
ceflary to affert that there are three principles; that which is the fubje® of 
things (or matter), form, and that which is of itfelf motive, and invifible in 
ower, With refpeé to the laft of which, it is not only neceffary that it 
fhould have a fubfiftence, but that it fhould be fomething better than intelle. 
But that which is better than intelle€t is evidently the fame with that which 
we denominate God.” It muft here however be obferved, that by the word 
God we are not only to underftand the firft caufe, but every God: for, ac- 
cording to the Pythagoric theology, every Deity, confidered according to the 
charaéteriftic of his nature, is fuperior to intelle€tual effence. Agreeably to 
the above paffage is that alfo of Brotinus, as cited by Syrianus in Arift. Meta, 
p. 102, b. who exprefsly afferts that the firft caufe ve wavrog xai Boras Suvajcet nar 
mpeobeie urspr“ furpafles every intelleét and effence both in power and 
antiquity.” Again, according to the fame Syrianus, p. 103, b. we are 
informed, ** that the Pythagoreans called God the one, as the caufe of 
union to the univerfe, and on account of his fuperiority to every being, to 
all life, and to all-perfeét intellect. But they denominated him the meafure 
of all things, on account of his conferring on all things, through illumina- 
tion, effence and bound; and containing and bounding all things by the in- 
effable fupereminence of his nature, which is extended beyond every bound.” 
Twy erwy cevd ui éy sy AcyovTuy TOY eov we Evo EWG TOIS oAols AITLOVy HAL WAVTOS TE OVTOS, HAL 
RATS Cains, Xai V8 TE MWavTerie EMTEKEIVOA Merov ds TWY TAYTWY ws TAT THY OUTIAYs XAL TO 
TEAOS ETIAAUTOYTA, XAI WS TAYTA TEDISKCVT A, NAL opiCovree THUS aPparrors GUTS, XAL TAVTOÇ 
LrepnTAwpsvaig mepatos umepoxaic. And again, this is confirmed by Clinius the 
Pythagorean, as cited by Syrianus, p. 104, in which place frec/ari is erro- 
neoufly fubftituted for Clini. ‘ That which is the one, and the mea/fure of 


* Inftead of tv ov povov, which is evidently the true reading, dvoyoy uovov is erroneoufly printed in 
Stobzeus. 
all 
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all things (fays he), is not only entirely exempt from bodics, and mundane 
concerns, but likewife from intelligibles themfelves ; fince he is the venerable 
principle of beings, the meafure of intelligibles, ingenerable, eternal, and 
alone (povoz), poflefling abfolute dominion (xupws¢), and himfelf manifefting 
himfelf (avzo ro exuro yA). This fine paffage I have tranflated agreeably 
to the manufcript correétions of the learned Gale, the original of which he 
has not inferted. To this we may likewife add the teftimony of Philolaus ; 
who, as Syrianus informs us, p. 102, knew that caufe which is fuperior to 
the two firft elements of things, bound and infinite. For (fays he) “ Philo- 
laus afferts that the Deity eftablifhed bound and infinite: by bound, indeed, 
exhibiting every coordination, which is more allied to the oze ; but by infinity 
a nature fubjected (udsemmv) to bound. And prior to thefe two principles he 
places one, and a fingular caufe, feparated from the univerfality of things, 
which Archainetus (Apyeetos) denominates a caufe prior to caufe; but 
which, according to Philolaus, is the principle of all things.” To all thefe 
re{pectable authorities for the fupereffential nature of the firft caufe, we may 
add the teftimony of Sextus Empiricus himfelf. For in his books againft 
the Mathematicians (p. 425) he informs us, “ that the Pythagoreans placed 
the one as tran{cending the genus of things which are effentially underftood.” 
Kau òn Twv uev xal auta vosusvay yevos umsoryræyto Tulxyopiuwy maig, w; emavaG:Grnog 
zo sve In which paffage, by things which are effentially underftood, nothing 
more is meant than intelligible effences, as is obvious to every tyro in the 
Platonic and Pythagoric philofophy. 

But in confequence of this doétrine of the antients concerning the one, or 
the firft principle of things, we may difcover the meaning and propriety of 
thofe appellations given by the Pythagoreans to unity, according to Photius 
and others: fuch as AAR LTE, THOT WOOL, Oc pt& tee Bapa soy umoy Fovi0r, Arow, &c. 
viz. obfcurity, or without illumination, darknefs, without mixture, a fubterra- 
nean profundity, Apollo, &c. For, confidered as ineffable, incomprehenfible, 
and fupereffential, he may be very properly called ob/curity, darkne/s, and a 
Jubterranean profundity: but confidered as perfeétly fimple and one, he may 
with no lefs propriety be denominated wthout mixture, and Apollo; fince 
Apollo fignifies a privation of multitude. ‘ For (fays Plotinus) the Pytha- 
goreans denominated the firft God Apollo, according to a more fecret figni- 
fication, implying a negation of many.” Ennead. 5, lib. 5, To which we 
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may add, that the epithets darkne/s and ob/curity wonderfully agree with the 
appellation of a thrice unknown darkne/s, employed by the Egyptians, accord- 
ing to Damafcius !, in their moft myftical invocations of the firft God ; and at 
the fame time afford a fufficient reafon for the remarkable filence of the 
moft antient philofophers and poets concerning this higheft and ineffable 
caufe. 

This filence is, indeed, remarkably obvious in Hefiod, when in his The- 
ogony he fays: 


Hoi pev mputiota Xaos yever’, 


That is, “ Chaos was the firft thing which was generated” —and confe- 
quently there muft be fome caufe prior to Chaos, through which it was pro- 
duced; for there can be no effe& without a caufe. Such, however, is the 
ignorance of the moderns, that in all the editions of Hefiod ysssro is tranflated 
fuit, as if the poet had faid that Chaos was the firft of all things; and he is 
even accufed by Cudworth on this account as leaning to the atheiftical fyf- 
tem. But the following teftimonies clearly prove, that in the opinion of all 
antiquity, yevsro was confidered as meaning was generated, and not was 
fimply. And, in the firft place, this is clearly aflerted by Ariftotle in lib. 3, 
de Coelo. ‘ There are certain perfons (fays he) who affert that there is 
nothing unbegotten, but that all things are generated, And this is efpecially 
the cafe with Hefiod.”"—Eucs yap tives oi Dac ovdey ayevyntoy eval, aAA” mævtæ 
yiyverbai—Maricta psy os Tepi tov “Howser And again, by Sextus Empiricus 
in his Treatife Adverfus Mathemat. p. 383, edit. Steph. who relates, that 
this very paflage was the occafion of Epicurus applying himfelf to philofophy. 
« For (fays he) when Epicurus was as yet but a young man, he atked 
a grammarian, who was reading to him this line of Hefiod, 


Chaos of all things was the firt produced, 


from what Chaos was generated, if it was the firft thing generated. And 
upon the grammarian replying that it was not his bufinefs to teach things of 
this kind, but was the province of thofe who are called philofophers—To 
thofe then, fays Epicurus, muft I betake myfelf, fince they know the truth 


3 Tepi apyu. 
of 
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of things.” Kapedan yap peipxxiTrxos wY, NPETI TOY EMAVAYWATHIVTA AUTO [oxu uaTITT:; 
(4 Toi usv TowTITTA Xaos ysveT) EX TIVOS TO XOG SYSVETO, ELM TPWTOY syzvito. Tourou Às 
ELMOYTOS |L) QUTOU Edyov Elyxt TX TOIXUTA Sars, cAAR Twy nuArusvey QATI Dw Tov. 
sDnrev 6 Eminepoc, em’ sncivoug pot Radiotioy eotiv, tiie AUTOL THY TWV CYTWY ary aY 
STAT LY. 

Simplicius, too, in commenting on the paffage above cited from Ariftotle, 
beautifully obferves as follows —‘* Ariftotle (fays he) ranks Hefiod among 
the firft phyfiologifts, becaufe he fings Chaos was firt generated. He fays, 
therefore, that Hefiod in a particular manner makes all things to be gene- 
rated, becaufe that which is firft is by him faid to be generated. But it is 
probable that Ariftotle calls Orpheus and Mufæus the firft phyfivlogifts, who 
affert that all things are generated, except the firft. It is, however, evident 
that thofe theologifts, finging in fabulous ftrains, meant nothing more by 
generation than the proceffion of things from their caufes; on which account 
all of them confider the firft caufe as unbegotten. For Hefiod alfo, when he 
fays that Chaos was firft generated, in{inuates that there was fomething prior 
to Chaos, from which Chaos was produced. For it is always neceffary that 
every thing which is generated fhould be generated from fomething, But 
this likewife is infinuated by Hefiod, that the firft caufe is above all know- 
ledge and every appellation.” (De Ceelo, p. 147.) 

But thefe divine men not only called the firft caufe the one, on account of 
his tranfcendent fimplicity, but likewife the good, on account of the fuper- 
lative excellency of his nature; by the former of thefe appellations confider- 
ing him as that principle from which all things flow, and by the latter as 
that fupreme object of defire to which all things ultimately tend. And hence 
Plato, in his Republic, afferts that the good is fupereffential ; and Ariftotle, 
in lib. 14, Metaphyf. cap. 4, alluding to Plato and the Pythagoreans, fays, 
“ that according to fome, the one is the fame with the good.” ‘Os piv pası 
AUTO TO c¥y TO AYUÍOY AUTO ELvxte 

With great beauty, therefore, does Proclus *, with his ufual magnificence 
of expreffion, affert of this incomprehenfible caufe, “ that he is the God of 
all Gods, the unity of unities, and above the firft adyta ? ; that he is more 


* In Plat. Theol. p.110. 
2 Adwartw: is erroneoufly printed for alvtwy. 
E 2 ineffable 
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ineffable than all filence, and more unknown than all effence ; that he is holy 
among the holies, and is concealed among the intelligible Gods.” 

Plato, too, in the Republic, that we may be enabled to gain a glimpfe from 
analogy of this tranfcendent nature, compares him to the fun. For as the 
fun by his light not only confers the power of being feen on vifible objeéts, 
but is likewife the caufe of their generation, nutriment, and increafe ; fo the 
good, through fupereffential light, imparts being and the power of being 
known to every thing which is the objeét of knowledge. Hence, fays 
Damafcius ', ‘* this higheft God is feen afar off as it were obfcurely ; and if 
you approach nearer, he is beheld {till more obfcurely ; and laftly, he takes 
away the ability of perceiving other objefts. He is, therefore, truly an in- 
comprehenfible and inacceffible light, and is profoundly compared to the fun: 
upon which the more attentively you look, the more you will be darkened 
and blinded; and will only bring back with you eyes ftupefied with excefs 
of light.” 

And fuch is the doétrine of Plato and the Pythagoreans concerning the 
higheft principle of things. But, according to the fame divine men, the im- 
mediate progeny of this ineffable caufe muft be Gods ; and as fuch muft have 
a fupereffential fubfiftence. For what elfe prior to unities is it lawful to 
conjoin with ¢he one, or what is more conjoined with a God fubfifting accord- 
ing to unity, than the multitude of Gods? Befides, progreffions are every 
where perfected through fimilitude to their principles, For both nature her- 
ielf, intellect, and every generative caufe, leads and conjoins to itfelf fimilar 
natures, prior to fuch as are diffimilar. For as there can be no vacuum either 
in incorporeal or corporeal natures, it is neceffary that every thing which 
has a natural progreffion fhould proceed through fimilitude. Hence, every 
caule muft deliver its own form and charaéteriftic to its progeny, and, before 
it generates that which is hypoftatic of progreffions far diftant and feparate 
from its nature, muft conftitute things proximate to itfelf according to 
effence, and conjoined with it through fimilitude. As nature, therefore, ge- 
nerates a natural number, foul one that is animal, and intellect an intellec- 
tual number, it is neceflary that the firft unity fhould produce from itfelf, 


+ Tlept apyu : 
prior 
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prior to every thing elfe, a multitude of natures characterifed by unity, and 
a number the moft of all things allied to its caufe. And hence the fountain 
of univerfal good muft produce and eftablith in beings goodnef[es naturally 
conjoined with himfelf; and thefe exalted natures can be no other than Gods. 

But if thefe divine natures are alone fupereffential, they will in no refpe& 
differ from the higheft God. They muft, therefore, be participated by 
beings ; that is, each muft have fome particular being confubfiftent with its 
nature, but yet fo as not to lofe its fupereffential characteriftic. And hence 
every unity may be confidered as the lucid bloffom or centre of the being 
by which it is participated ; abforbing, as it were, in fupereffential light, and 
thus deifying the effence with which it is conne¢ted. 

Nor let the reader imagine that this fublime theory is nothing more than 
the fanatic jargon of the latter Platonifts, as is rafhly and ignorantly afferted 
by Cudworth; for it is a do¢trine as old at leaft as Timzus the Locrian. 
For, in his book On the Soul of the World, after afferting that there are two 
caufes of all things, intelle€t of fuch as are produced according to reaton, but 
neceffity of fuch as are produced by force, according to the powers of bodies, 
he adds—“ that the former of thefe, that is intellet, is a caufe of the nature 
of the good, and is called God, and is the principle of fuch things as are beft.” 
Tourecwy 32, Tov psy taç tayadw Poros EILEV» Deo te ovupcciver bat, QOYAY TE TWV APITTWY. 
But according to the Pythagoreans, as we have abundantly proved, the good 
or the one 1s above eflence and intelleét ; and confequently by intelleé&t here 
we muft not underftand the firft caufe, but a deity fubordinate to the firft. 
Intellect, however, is (fays he) of the nature of rhe good; but the good is 
fupereffential, and confequently intelle& participates of a fupereffential na- 
ture. And when he adds that intellect is called God, he plainly intimates 
that every God (the firft being excepted) partakes of a fupereffential nature. 

But to return to our inimitable dialogue : This {fecond part confifts of nine 
hypothefes ; five of which confider the confequences which refult from ad- 
mitting the fubfiftence of the one, and the other four what muft be the con- 
fequences if it were taken away from the nature of things. But as Plato in 
thefe hypothefes delivers the Eleatic method of reafoning, it is neceffary to 
inform the reader that, according to Proclus ', it was as follows :—Two 


2 In lib. 5. MS. Comment. im Parmenidem. 
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hypothefes being laid cown, viz. ¿f a thing is, and if it is not, each of thefe 
may be tripled by confidering in each what happens, what does not happen, what 
happens and at the fame time does not happen : io that fix cafes will be the refult, 
But fince, /f a thing is, we may confider itfelf either with refpe&t to itfelf, 
or itfelf with refpeét to others; or we may confider others themfelves with 
refpeét to themfelves, or others with refpect to that thing itfelf, and {fo like- 
wife if a thing is not: hence, the whole of this procefs will confift of eight 
triads, which are as follows:—1. Jf a thing is, what happens to itfelf with 
refpeé to itfelf, what does not happen, what happens and at the fame time 
does not happen. 2. Jf a thing is, what happens to itfelf with retpeé& to 
others, what does not happen, what happens and at the fame time does not 
happen. 3. If a thing is, what happens to others with refpeét to themfelves, 
what does not happen, what happens and at the fame time does not happen. 
4. If a thing is, what happens to others with refpe& to that thing, what 
does not happen, what happens and at the fame time does not happen. And 
the other four, which are founded on the hypothefis shat a thing is not, 
are to be diftributed in exactly the fame manner as thofe we have juft enu- 
merated. Such (fays Proclus) is the whole form of the dialeétic method, 
which is both intellectual and {cientific; and under which thofe four powers, 
the definitive and divifive, the demonffrative and analytic, receive their con- 

fummate perfeétion. 
In the firft hypothefis, therefore, Plato confiders what does not follow to the 
one, confidered with refpect to itielf and to others. Jn the fecond, what does 
Sollow. Inthe third, what follows and at the fame time does not follow. And 
this forms the firft hexad. But 7 the fourth hypothefis he confiders what 
Soliows to others with reffe& to themfelves, and what does not follow, what 
Sollows and at the fame time does not follow. In the fifth, what follows to 
others with refned to the fubjeEt of the hypothefis, what does not follow, what 
Soliows and at the fame time does not follow. And fo two hexads, or four 
triads, are by this means produced from the five hypothefes, if rhe one is. 
And the reader will eafily perceive how each of the other four, which tup- 
pote the one is not, may form a triad: fo that thefe four triads, in conjunction 
with the preceding four, will give the whole Eleatic or dialectic method 

complete. 

It 
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It is likewife neceffary to obferve, that thefe hypothefes are derived from 
the triple divifion of the one, and the twofold divifion of zon-being. For the 
one is either above being, or in being, or foflerior to being. But non-being is 
either that which in no refpeG is, or that which is confidered as partly having 
a fubjifience, and partly not. This being premifed, let the reader attend to 
the following beautiful account of thefe hypothefes from Proclus on Plato's 
Theology, and from his admirable commentary on this dialogue. 

The firft hypothefis demonftrates by negations the ineffable fupereminence 
of the firft principle of things; and evinces that he is exempt from all 
effence and knowledge. But the fecond unfolds the whole order of the 
Gods. For Parmenides does not alone affume the intellectual and effential 
idiom of the Gods, but likewife the divine charaéteriftic of their hvparxis, 
through the whole of this hypothefis. For what other one can that be which 
is participated by eing, than that which is in every being divine, and through 
which all things are conjoined with the smparticipable one? For, as bodies 
through their /ife are conjoined with oul, and as /ou/s through their intellec- 
tive part tend to univerfal intelle@ and the firft intelligence, in like manner 
true beings, through the one which they contain, are reduced to a /efarate 
union, and are conjoined with the firft caufe of all. 

But becaufe this hypothefis commences from that which is one being, and 
eftablifhes the fummit of intelligibles as the firft after the one, but ends in an 
effence which participates of time, and deduces divine fouls to the extremities 
of the divine orders, it is neceffary that the third hypothefis fhould demon- 
{trate by various conclufions the whole multitude of particular fouls, and the 
diverfities which they contain. And thus far the feparate and incorporeal 
hypoftafis extends. 

But after this follows that nature which is divifible about bodies and infena- 
rable from matter, which the fourth hypothefis delivers fupernally depend- 
ing from the Gods. And the laft hypoftafis is the proceflion of matter, 
whether confidered as ove or as various, which the fifth hypothefis demon- 
ftrates by negations, according to its diflimilar fimilitude to the firf, But 
fometimes, indeed, the negations are privations, and fometimes the {eparate 
caufes of all produétions. And that which is moft wonderful of all, the 
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higheft negations are only enunciative, but fome in a fupereminent manner, 
and others according to fubjection. But each of the negations confequent 
to thefe is affirmative; the oue paradigmazically, but the other iconically, 
or according to fimilitude. But the middle correfponds to the order of foul : 
for it is compofed from affirmative and negative conclufions, But it poffeffes 
negations fimilar to affirmations, And fince it is alone multiplied, as confift- 
ing from wholes, it poffeffes an adventitious ove. And this ome which it 
contains, though truly one, ye fubfifts in motion and multiplication, and in 
its progreffions is, as it were, abforhed by effence. And fuch are the hypo- 
thefes which unfold all beings, both feparable and infeparable, together 
with the caufes of the univerfe, as well exempt as fubfift:ing in things them- 
felves, according to the hyparxis of the one. 

But there are four hypothefes befides thefe, which by taking away the 
one entirely fubvert all things, both fuch as truly are, and fuch as fubfift in 
generation, and fhow that no being can any longer exift. The one, there- 
fore, being admitted, all things fubfift even to the laft hypoftafis ; and th.s 
being taken away, effence itielf is immediately deftroyed. 

The preceding mode of expofition (except in the fecond hypothefis, agrees 
with that of the great Plutarch, preferved by Proclus in his commentary on 
this dialogue, and which is as follows : 

The firt hypothefis difcourfes concerning the firt God. The fecond, 
concerning the firft intelle€&t, and an order entirely intelleQual. The third, 
of the foul. The fourth, of material fpecies. And the fifth, of formlefs 
matter. For thefe are the five principles of things. Parmenides in the 
mean time, after the manner of his own Pythagoreans, calls every feparate 
fubftance, on account of its fimplicity, by the common appellation of one. 
But he denominates matter and corporeal form different, on account of their 
flowing nature and far diftant diverfity from divine effences: efpecially fince 
thefe two do not fo much fubfift by themfelves as through others, and are 
not fo much caufes as concaufes, as it is aflerted in the Timzus and Phedo. 
With great propriety, therefore, the three firft hypothefes, which inquire 
how the one is related to itfelf and to others, are confidered as treating of 
principal caufes. But the other two, which inveftigate how other things 
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and matter, In thefe five hypothefes, therefore, thefe principles, together 
with what they contain or fubfifts about them, are confirmed from the pofi- 
tion of one: of one, I fay, above being, in being, and poflerior to being. The 
remaining four hypothefes demonftrate how many abfurdities follow from 
taking away that one which beings contain, that we may underftand how 
much greater abfurdities muft enfue from denying the fubfiftence of that 
which is Amply one. The fixth hypothefis, therefore, proves that, if there is 
not that which is one in beings, i. e. if intelligible has no real fubfiftence, 
but partly poffeffes and is partly deftitute of being, that which is fenfible 
would alone exift in the order of things. For, if intelligible is taken away, 
that which is fenfible muft alone remain; and there can be no knowledge 
beyond fenfe. And this the fixth hypothefis demonftrates to be abfurd. 
But the feventh hypothefis proves that, if the one which beings contain has 
no kind of fubfiftence, there can be no knowledge, nor any thing which is 
the object of knowledge, which this feventh hypothefis fhows is foolith to 
affert. And again, if this one partly fubfifts and is partly without fubjiftence, 
as the fixth hypothefis feigns, other things will be fimilar to fhadows and 
dreams, which the eighth hypothefis confutes as abiurd. But sf this one has 
no kind of fubjiftence, other things will be leis than fhadows or a dream, that 
is, nothing; which the ninth hypothefis reprefents as a monftrous affertion. 
Hence the firft hypothefis has the fame relation to thofe which remain, as the 
principle of the univerfe to the univerfality of things. But the other four 
which immediately follow the firft, treat concerning the principles pofterior 
to the one. And the four confequent to thefe prove that, ove being taken 
away, all that was exhibited in the four prior hypothefes muft entirely perith. 
For fince the fecond demonftrates that, if that one fubjifts which is conjoinea 
with being, every order of foul muft fubfift; the feventh declares that, sf thus 
one is not, all knowledge, reafon, imagination, and fenfe, muft be deftroyed. 
Again, fince the fourth hypothefis declares that, sf this one being fubtifts, 
material fpecies alfo muft fubfit, which in a certain refpe@ participate of 
one being,—the eighth hypothefis fhows that, if this one being has no fubfitt- 
ence, what we now call fenfible natures would be only fhadows and dreams, 
without any formal diftin@tion or fubftance whatever. And laftlv, fince the 
fifth hypothefis admonifhes us that, if this one being fubfifts, matter will 
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fubfift, not indeed participating of one being fo far as being, but confidered 
as one; the ninth hypothefis at length fhows that, if this one being is taken 
away, not even the fhadow of any thing could poffibly fubfitt. 

Thus far Piutarch; who likewife obferves that this dialogue was confi- 
dered as divine by the antients; and declares that the preceding expofition 
is partly taken from the writings of the antients, and partly from his own 
private opinion. 

Now from all this we may fafely conclude, with Proclus, that all the 
axioms of theological fcience are perfe€tly exhibited in this part of the dia- 
logue; that all the diftributions of the divine natures are unfolded in con- 
nected continuity; and that this is nothing elfe shan the celebrated genera- 
tion of the Gods, and every kind of exiftence, from the ineffable and unknown 
caufe of the unrverfe. For the antients by generation meant nothing more 
than the /rocefion of things from their caufe ; and hence the firft caufe was 
fymbolically called by Orpheus ¢7me,—becaufe, fays Proclus, where there is 
generation, there time has a fubfiftence. 

That frft and imparticipable one, then, who is declared to be the caufe of all 
things after an ineffable manner, but who is without circum{cription, and does 
not poflefs any power or chara€teriftic of a kindred kind with the other Gods, 
is celebrated by the firit hypothefis. And from this fupereminent cavfe, as 
from an exalted place of {urvey, we may contemplate the divine unities, that 
is, the Gods, flowing in admirable and ineffable order, and at the fame time 
abiding in profound union with each other, and with their caufe. And here, 
fays Proclus, an apt refemblance of their progreffion prefents itfelf to our 
view. Becaufe a line is the firft continuous and divifible nature amongft 
magnitudes, hence it participates of an indivifible, that is, of a point. And 
this point, though it is allotted a fuperlinear condition and is indivifible, yet 
it fubfifts in the line, is fomething belonging to it, and is the fummit of the 
line. To which we may add, that many lines in a circle touch by their 
feveral points the centre of the circle. In like manner an intelligible and 
intelleQual effence, becaufe it is the firt multiplied nature, on this account 
partakes of an excellent unity. And this unity, though it is neither effence 
nor obnoxious to effential multitude, yet abides in effence, or rather fub{ifts 
as its vertex, through which every intellectual effence is a God, enjoying 
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divine unity as the very flower of its nature, and as that which conjoins it 
with the ineffable one. And as every thing is eftablithed in its own fpecies 
through form, and as we derive the chara@teriftic of our nature from foul, 
fo every God becomes that which he is, or a Deity, through the unity of 
his nature. 

Laftly, fays he, the intention of the firft hypothefis is to abfolve that which 
is fimply one from all the properties and conditions of the unities of the 
Gods; and by this abfolving to fignify the proceffion of all things from 
thence. But our intention in purfuing thefe myfteries is no other than by 
the logical energies of our reafon to arrive at the fimple intellection of beings, 
and by thefe to excite the divine one refident in the depths of our effence, or 
rather which prefides over our effence, that we may perceive the fimple and 
incomprehenfible one. For after, through difcurfive energies and intelleétions, 
we have properly denied of the firft principle all conditions peculiar to beings, 
there will be fome danger, left, deceived by imagination after numerous ne- 
gations, we fhould think that we have arrived either at nothing, or at fome- 
thing flender and vain, indeterminate, formlefs, and confufed ; unlefs we are 
careful in proportion as we advance in negations to excite bv a certain ama- 
torial affection the divine vigour of our unity; trufting that by this means 
we may enjoy divine unity, when we have difmiffed the motion of reafon 
and the multiplicity of intelligence, and tend through unity alone to the one 
itfelf, and through love to the fupreme and ineffable good. 

It may likewife be clearly fhown, and will be immediately obvious to 
thofe who underftand the following dialogue, that the moft antient poets, 
priefts, and philofophers, have delivered one and the fame theology, though 
in different modes. The firft of thefe, through fabulous names and a more 
vehement di&tion ; the fecond, through names adapted to facred concerns, 
and a mode of interpretation grand and elevated; and the third, either 
through mathematical names, as the Pythagoreans, or through dialeétic 
epithets, as Plato. Hence we fhall find that the Ether, Chaos, Phanes, and 
Fupiter, of Orpheus; the father, ower, inteliec?, and twice beyond of the 
Chaldzans ; the monad, duad, tetrad, and decad, of Pythagoras ; and the one 
being, the whole, infinite, multitude, and Jamenefs and difference of Plato, re- 
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{pectively, fignify the fame divine proceffions from the ineffable principle of 
things, 

I only add, that I have followed the opinion of Proclus in infcribing this 
Dialogue On THE Gons : for as ideas, confidered according to their fummits 
or unities, are Gods, and the whole dialogue is entirely converfant with ideas 
and thefe unities, the propriety of fuch an infcription muft, I think, be 
apparent to the moft fuperficial obferver. 


THE 


THE PARMENIDES: 


PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 


CEPHALUS, PYTHODORUS, 
ADIMANTUS, SOCRATES, 
ANTIPHON, ZENO, 
GLAUCO, PARMENIDES. 


SCENE, the CERAMICUS'. 


WHEN we arrived at Athens from Clazomenia, the place of our abode, 
we fortunately met with Adimantus and Glaucus in the forum: and Adi- 
mantus, taking me by the hand, I am glad to fee you (fays he), Cephalus ; 
and if you are in want of any thing here, in which we are able to affift you, 
I beg you would inform me. Upon which I replied, I came for this very 
purpofe, as being indigent of your affiftance. Tell me, then (fays he), what 
you are in want of. And I replied, What was your brother’s name? for I 
do not remember: as he was almoft a child when I firft came here from 
Clazomenia ; and, fince that circumftance took place, a great length of time 
has intervened. But his father’s name was, I think, Pyrilampes. Entirely 
fo (fays he), and my brother’s name was Antiphon. But what is it you 
principally inquire after? I replied, Thefe my fellow-citizens are very phi- 
lofophic, and have heard that this Antiphon was frequently prefent with 
one Pythodorus, the familiar of Zeno, and that he treafured in his memory 
the difcourfes which Socrates, Zeno, and Parmenides had with each other, 
and which had frequently been heard by Pythodorus. You fpeak the truth 
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(fays he). Thefe difcourfes, therefore (fays I), we are defirous to hear. But 
this (fays he) is no difficult matter to accomplifh: for the young man has 
made them the fubje& of vehement meditation; and now with his grand- 
father, who bears the fame name as himfelf, very much applies himfelf to 
equeftrian affairs. But if it is neceflary, we will goto him: for he juft 
now went from hence home; and dwells very near, in Melita. After 
we had thus fpoke, we proceeded to the houfe of Antiphon; and found him 
at home, giving a certain bridle to a copperfmith, to be furnifhed in a pro- 
per manner. But as {oon as the {mith was gone, and the brothers had told 
him the caufe of our arrival, Antiphon knew me, in confequence of my 
former journey to this place, and very kindly faluted me: and upon our 
begging him to relate the difcourfes, at firft he feemed unwilling to comply 
(for he faid it was a very operofe undertaking); but afterwards, however, 
he gratified our requeft. Antiphon, therefore, faid that Pythodorus related 
that Zeno and Parmenides once came to celebrate the great Panathenza: 
that Parmenides was very much advanced in years, extremely hoary, but of 
a beautiful and venerable afpe@t, and about fixty-five years of age; but that 
Zeno was nearly forty years old, was very tall and graceful to the view, and 
was reported to be the bofom friend of Parmenides. He likewife faid that 
he met with them, together with Pythodorus, in the Ceramicus, beyond the 
walls; where alfo Socrates came, and many others with him, defiring to 
hear the writings of Zeno, for then for the firft time they became acquainted 
with his writings: but that Socrates at that time was very young. That, 
in confequence of this, Zeno himfelf read to them. And Pythodorus further 
related that it happened Parmenides was gone out; and that but a {mall 
part of the difcourfe remained unfinifhed, when he himfelf entered, together 
with Parmenides and Ariftotle, who was one of the thirty Athenians. That, 
in confequence of this, he heard but a little at that time; but that he had 
often before heard the whole difcourfe from Zeno. 

He further added, that Socrates, upon hearing the latter part of Zeno’s 
difcourfe, entreated him to repeat the firft hypothefis of his firft difcourfe ; 
and that, when he had repeated it, Socrates faid—How is it you affert, O 
Zeno, that if beings are many, it is requifite that the fame things fhould be 
both fimilar and diffimilar? But that this is impoffible. For neither can 
things diffimilar be fimilar, nor things fimilar be diflimilar. Is not this 
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what you affert? Zeno an{wered, It is. If, therefore, it is impoffible that 
diffimilars fhould be fimilar, and fimilars diffimilar, is it not impoffible that 
many things fhould have a fubfiftence ? For, if there were many, they would 
fuffer impoffibilities, Is it not then the fole intention of your difcourfes to 
evince, by contefting through all things, that zhe many has no fubfiftence ? 
And do you not confider each of your difcourfes as an argument in fupport 
of this opinion ; and fo think that you have produced as many arguments as 
you have. compofed difcourfes, to fhow that the many is not? Is not this 
what you fay, or do I not rightly underftand you? Upon which Zeno replied, 
You perceive excellently well the meaning of the whole book, That So- 
crates then faid, I perceive, O Parmenides, that this Zeno does not only with 
to conne&t himfelf in the bands of friendfhip with you, but to agree with 
you likewife in fentiments concerning the doétrines of the prefent difcourfe. 
For Zeno, in a certain refpect, has written the fame as yourfelf; though, by 
changing certain particulars, he endeavours to deceive us into an opinion 
that his affertions are different from yours. For you in your poems affert 
that the univerfe is one; and you produce beautiful and excellent arguments 
in fupport of this opinion: but Zeno fays that she many is not, and delivers 
many and mighty arguments in defence of this affertion. As, therefore, you 
affert that the one is, and he, that the many has no fubfiftence; and each 
{peaks in fuch a manner as to difagree totally according to appearance from 
one another, though you both nearly affert the fame; on this account it 
is that your difcourfes feem to be above our comprehenfion. That Zeno 
faid—Indeed, Socrates, fo it is: but you do not perfe&ly apprehend the 
truth of my writings; though, like Laconic dogs, you excellently purfue 
and trace the meaning of the affertions. But this in the firft place is con- 
cealed from you, that this difcourfe is not in every refpect fo venerable, 
that it was compofed, as you fay, for the purpofe of concealing its real 
doctrines from men, as if efe&ting a thing of great importance: yet you 
have fpoken fomething of that which happens to be the cafe. But indeed 
the truth of the matter is this: Thefe writings were compofed for the 
purpofe of affording a certain affiftance to the do¢trine of Parmenides, 
againft thofe who endeavour to defame it by attempting to fhow that if rhe 
one is many, ridiculous confequences muft attend juch an opinion; and that 
things contrary te the affertion muft enfue, This writing, therefore, con- 
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tradiéts thofe who fay that the many is, and oppofes this and many other 
Opinions ; as it is defirous to evince that the hypothefis which defends the 
fubfiftence of the many is attended with more ridiculous confequences than 
that which vindicates the fubfiftence of she one, if both are fufficiently ex- 
amined. You are ignorant, therefore, Socrates, that this difcourfe, which 
was compofed by me when a youth, through the love of contention, and 
which was privately taken from me, fo that I was not able to confult whe- 
ther or not it fhould be iffued into the light—you are ignorant, I fay, that 
it was not written through that defire of renown which belongs to a more 
advanced period of life, but through a juvenile defire of contention: though, 
as I have faid, you do not conjecture amifs, I admit it (fays Socrates); and 
I think the cafe is juft as you have ftated it. But fatisfy me in the following 
particulars. Do you think that there is a certain form of fimilitude, itfelf 
{ubfifting from itfelf? And another which is contrary to this, and is that 
which is diffimilar? But that you and me, and other things which we call 
many, participate of thefe two? And that fuch things as participate of 
fimilitude become fimilar, fo far as they participate? But thofe which 
participate ef diffimilitude become diffimilar? And that thofe which par- 
ticipate of both become both? But if all things participate of both, 
which are contrary to each other, and become fimilar and diffimilar to 
ach other through participating of both, is there any thing wonderful in 
the cafe? For, if any one fhould fhow that fimilars themfelves become diffi- 
milar, or diffimilars fimilar, I fhould think it would be a prodigy: but if he 
evinces that fuch things as participate both thefe fuffer likewife both thefe, 
it does not appear to me, O Zeno, that there would be any thing abfurd in 
the cafe; nor again, if any one fhould evince that all things are one, through 
their participating of že one, and at the fame time many, through their par- 
ticipating multitude. But I fhould very much wonder if any one fhould 
fhow that that which ts one is many, and that the many is one ; and in a fimilar 
manner concerning all the reft: for, doubtlefs, he would produce a proper 
fubject of admiration, who fhould evince that both genera and fpecies fuffer 
thefe contrary affections. But what occafion of wonder would there be, 
fhould any one fhow that I myfelf am both one and many ? and fhould prove 
his affertion’ by faying, when he withes to affert that I am many, that the 
parts on the right hand of me are different from thofe on the left, the ante- 
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rior from the pofterior, and in like manner the upward from the downward 
parts (for I think that I participate of multitude): but when he defires to 
fhow that I am one, fhould fay, that as we are feven in number, [ am one 
man, and participate of the one ? fo that he would by this means evince the 
truth of both thefe affertions. If any one, therefore, fhould endeavour to 
fhow that ftones, wood, and all fuch particulars, are both many and one, we 
fhould fay that he exhibits to our view fuch things as are many and one, but 
that he does not affert that the one is many, nor the many one; nor {peak of 
any thing wonderful, but afferts that which is confeffed by all men. But if 
any one fhould, in the firft place, diftribute the forms of things, concerning 
which I have juft been fpeaking, feparating them effentially apart from each 
other, fuch as /imilitude and difimilitude, multitude and the one, and the reft 
of this kind, and fhould afterwards fhow himfelf able to mingle and feparate 
them in themfelves, I fhould be aftonifhed (fays he), O Zeno, in a wonder- 
ful manner. But it appears to me that we fhould ftrenuoufly labour in the 
inveftigation of thefe particulars: yet I fhould be much aftonifhed if any one 
could folve this doubt, which is fo profoundly involved in fpecies; fo as to 
be able no lefs clearly to explain this affair in the forms which are appre- 
hended by the reafoning power, than in thofe belonging to vifible obje¢ts, 
and which you have already difcuffed. 

Pythodorus faid, that when Socrates had thus fpoken, he thought that 
Parmenides and Zeno feemed to be indignant at the feveral particulars of 
Socrates’s difcourfe ; but that they beftowed the greateft attention on what 
he faid, and frequently looking at each other fmiled, as wondering at So- 
crates: and that, in confequence of his ceafing to fpeak, Parmenides faid— 
How worthy, O Socrates, of admiration is your ardour in the purfuit of 
liberal difciplines! ‘Tell me, therefore, have you feparated, as you fay, cer- 
tain fpecies apart by themfelves, and likewife the participants of thefe fpecies 
apart? And does there appear to you to be a certain /imilitude feparate 
from that fimilitude which we poffefs, and a certain ome and many, and all 
fuch other particulars, which you have juft now heard mentioned by Zeno? 
That Socrates faid, So it appears to me. And (that Parmenides faid) does 
it alfo appear to you, that there is a certain fpecies or form of juffice, itfelf 
fubfifting by itfelf; likewife of beauty and the good, aud every thing of this 
kind? That Socrates faid, It does. And likewife of all fuch things as we 
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are compofed from: fo that there is a certain form of man", or of fire, or 
walter? That Socrates anfwered—I have often been in doubt, O Parme- 
nides, concerning thefe ; whether it is neceffary to {peak of them in the fame 
manner as of the former particulars, or in a different manner. And do you 
doubt, O Socrates, whether it is neceffary to fay that there is a certain form of 
every fuch particular as may appear to be ridiculous, I mean hair’, clay, 
and mud, or any thing elfe which is vile and abje&t ; and that thefe forms 
are different from the particulars with which we are converfant? That 
Socrates faid, I do not by any means think that the forms of thefe can be 


* It is neceflary, fays Proclus, that immovable caufes of all things which have a perpetual fub- 
fiftence in the univerfe fhould prefubfift in the intellect of the fabricator of the world: for the 
immutable is prefent with thefe, through the eternal power of caufes. Hence, of man fo far as 
man, and of every individual form in animals and in plants, there are intelle€tual caufes; and 
the progreffion of all things from thence is not immediately into thefe material genera. For it 
was not lawful for intellectual, eternal, and immaterial caufes to generate material particulars, 
which have a various fubfiftence ; fince every progreflion is effected through fimilitude; and prior 
to things which are feparated from their caufe as much as poffible, fuch things as are conjoined 
with, and are more clearly affimilated to, it, muft have a fubfiftence. From man itfelf, therefore, 
or the ideal man in the demiurgic intellect, there will be, in the firt place, a certain celeftial 
man ; afterwards an empyrean, an aérial, and an aquatic man; and, in the laft place, this ter- 
reftrial man. All this feries of form is perpetual, (the fubjection proceeding into that which is 
more partial,) being fufpended from an intellectual unity, which is called man it/elf. There is 
alfo another feries from orfe it/elf, from lion itfelf, and in a fimilar manner of all animals and 
plants. Thus, too, there is a fountain and unity of all fire, and a fountain of all mun- 
dane water. And that thefe monads are more partial than thofe before mentioned, viz. than 
beauty, fimilitude, juftice, &c. is evident; and it is alfo clear that the fountain, or idea, of all 
the feries of man is the moft partial of all the forms that are participated by mundane natures. 

2 We have already obferved in the Introduétion to this dialogue, and hall largely prove in the 
Additional Notes, that there are ideas alone of univerfal eflences, and of fuch things as contribute 
to the perfection of thele : for the good, the effential, and the perpetual, eminently pertain to forms ; 
the firft of thefe being derived from the firft caufe, the fecond from the higheft being, and the 
third from eternity. From thefe three elements, therefore, we may define what things are gene- 
rated according to a paradigmatic intelle€tual caufe, and what things fubfift indeed from other 
principles, but not according to an intelleGual paradigm. Of hair, therefore, becaufe it is a 
part, there can be no idea; nor of clay, becaufe it is an indefinite mixture of two elements, 
earth and water, and is not generated according to a phyfical reafon, or productive principle; fince 
there are ten thoufand other things which we combine for the various purpofes of life, and which 
are the works of ast, and not of nature. Nor is there any idea of mud, becaufe there are no 


ideas of degenerations, detriments, and evils, which either arife from a confluence of divulfed 
caufes, or from-our ations and paflions. 
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different from thofe which are the objeéts of our infpećtion : but is it not 
vehemently abfurd to think that there is a certain form of thefe? For this 
has formerly difturbed me, whether or not fomething of this kind does not 
take place about every thing: but, after having been fixed for fome time in 
this opinion, I kave haftily withdrawn myfelf and fled away; fearing left, 
falling into a certain abyfs of trifles, I fhould utterly perifh and be loft; but, 
returning from thence, I have ferioufly applied myfelf to confider thofe par- 
ticulars, to which, as we have juft now afferted, forms belong. That Par- 
menides then faid, You are as yet but a young man f, O Socrates, and 
Philofophy has not yet received you into her embraces: for, in my opinion, 
when you are received by her, you will not defpife any of thefe particulars : 
but now, on account of your juvenile age, you regard the opinions of 
men. 


Tell me, then, does it appear to you, as you fay, that there are certain 
forms, of which other things participating ° retain the appellations; as, for 
inftance, 


* Parmenides, as Proclus juftly obferves, in correcting this conception of Socrates, reproves in 
what he now fays thofe who confider thefe little and vile particulars as without a caufe. For 
every thing which is generated, as Timæus fays, is neceffarily generated from fome caufe, fince 
it is perfectly impofhible that it fhould be generated without a caufe. There is nothing, therefore, 
fo difhonourable and vile which does not participate of the good, and thence derive its generation. 
Since, even though you fhould fpeak of matter, you will find that this is good; though of evil 
itfelf, you will find that this alfo participates of a certain good, and is no otherwife able to fubfitt 
than as coloured with, and receiving a portion of, a certain good. But the opinions of men are 
afhamed to fufpend from a divine caufe things {mall and vile, looking to the nature of the latter, 
and not to the power of the former; and not confidering that, being generative of greater things, 
it is much more fo of fuch as are lefs, as the Athenian gueft fays in the Laws. True philofo- 
phers, however, fufpending every thing in the world both great and {mall from providence, fee 
nothing difhonourable, nothing defpicable in the dwelling of Jupiter; but they perceive all things 
good, fo far as they fubfaft from providence, and beautiful, fo far as generated according to a di- 
vine caufe. 

2 The difcourfe of Parmenides, fays Proclus is perfective of, evolves and elevates, the concep- 
tions of Socrates; praifing, indeed, his unperverted conceptions, but perfecting fuch as are im- 
perfect, and diftinétly unfolding fuch as are confufed. But as there are four problems concern- 
ing ideas, as we have obferved in the IntroduCtion, with refpet to their fubfiftence Parmenides 
excites Socrates, in order to learn whether he fufpends all things from a formal principle, or 
whether he knew another caufe more antient than this; and his reproof of Socrates was in con- 
fequence of looking to this firt caufe. He proceeds, therefore, fupernally from the moft totay 

G2 forms, 
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inftance, that fuch things as participate of fimilitude are fimilars ; of mag- 
nitude *, great; and that the participants of beauty and juflice are beautiful 
and 


forms, through the more partial, and fuch as are moft individual, to fuch things as do not fubfift 
according to an intelleCtual form, but originate from the monad of all beings, or, in other words, 
being itfelf. Hence truly proceeding as far as to the laft of things, and fufpending all things 
from a paternal caufe, and perfecting the conceptions of Socrates concerning thefe, he proceeds 
to the third problem, or the manner in which ideas are participated, again extending obftetric aid. 
For the mode of the difcourfe is every where maieutic or obftetric, and does not confute, and 
is piraftic, or explorative, but not vindicative. It differs, however, fo far as at one time it pro- 
ceeds from on high as far as to the laft of things, and at another recurs downwards to affertions 
adapted to divine caufes ; according to each of thefe forms perfeGting and elevating Socrates, 
and diftinétly unfolding his conceptions refpecting thefe particulars. Such, then, is the mode of 
the difcourfe, calling forth fpontaneous conceptions, accurately expanding fuch as are imperfect, 
and elevating thofe that are able to follow them ; truly imitating the paternal caufe, which from 
the fummit of all beings preferves, perfects, and draws upwards all things by the unknown powers 
which he contains. Let us now proceed to confider the mode in which forms or ideas are parti- 
cipated, following the divine Proclus as our leader in this arduous inveftigation. 

The participations of intelleQual forms are aflimilated to the reprefentations in a mirror ; 
for as, in thefe, habitude and pofition caufe the image of the perfon to be feen in the mirror; fo, 
the aptitude of matter extending itfelf as it were to the Artificer of the univerfe, and to the in- 
exhauftible abundance which he contains, is filled from him with forms. The participations 
are alfo affimilated to the impreflions in wax. For ideas impart a certain veftige and impreffion 
of themfelves; and neither is this impreffion the fame with the feal by which it was produced, 
as neither is the form merged in matter the fame with the immaterial and divine form from 
which it originated. But this latter mode differs from the former fo far as it indicates a certain 
paflive property in the recipient; for the mirror does not exhibit paffivity fenfibly, as the wax 
does in the latter inftance. Hence fome of the Platonic philofophers, confidering matter as im- 
paflive in the participation of forms, aflimilate it to a mirror, but call forms images and repre- 
fentations. Others again, confidering matter as palive, fay, that it is impreffed like the wax 
by the feal, and call forms the pa/fions of matter. 

Forms alfo are faid to be like the fimilitudes of icons, whether effected by the painter’s, or the 
plattic, or any other art. For thefe forms, being fafhioned by a divine artificer, are faid to be 
jimilar to divine forms; and hence the whole fenfible order is called the icon of the intelligible. 


But this affertion differs from the former, fo far as this feparates the maker from the exemplar ; 
but 


* Magnitude here, as Proclus well obferves, is not fuch as that of which geometricians fpcak ; 
for they denominate whatever poffeffes interval magnitude, whether it be line, fuperficies, or folid. 
But Plato does not denominate the form which is the caufe of every interval, magnitude, but that 
which according to every genus imparts tran/cendency to things. 
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and juf? That Socrates replied, Entirely fo. Does not every thing which 


participates either participate the whole form, or only a part of it? Or cau 
there 


but thofe produce the analogy from confidering both as one. And fuch are the modes according 
to which material forms have been faid to fubfift with relation to fuch as are divine. 

It muft, however, be obferved, that each of thefe is imperfect confidered by itfelf, and inca- 
pable of reprefenting to our intellectual conceptions the whole truth refpe€ting this participation. 
For, in the firft place, confider, as to the mirror, that the countenance beheld in it turns itfelf 
towards the mirror, while, on the contrary, an intellectual caufe beholds itfelf, and does not 
direct its vifion to outward objects. If, too, the mirror appears to poflefs a communication of 
fomething, but in reality does not, (for the rays are refle&ted back to the countenance,) it is 
evident that this alfo is foreign from the participation of divine forms; for, as they are perfe&tly 
incorporeal, nothing can be feparated from them and diftributed into matter. 

In the fecond place, if we confider the impreffions in wax, we fhall find, that both that which 
imprefles externally impreffes, and that which is paflive to the impreffion is externally paffive ; 
but form pervades through the whole of the fubject matter, and operates internally. For na- 
ture fafhions body inwardly, and not externally like art. And above all, in this inftance, that 
which is participated approximates to that which participates. But it is requifite that divine 
forms fhould be exempt from all things, and not be mingled with any thing of a different 
nature. 

In the third place, let us confider the analogy from icons, and we fhall find this alfo deficient. 
For, in the firft place, forms fafhion the whole of the fubject matter by which they are received, 
and this by an internal energy: and, in the next place, the exemplar and the maker are here fepa- 
rated from each other. Thus, the figure which is painted does not produce its likenefs on the 
canvafs, even though the painter fhould paint a refemblance of himfelf; for it is the foul which 
operates, and not the external figure, which is the exemplar; nor does that which makes, affi- 
milate that which is produced to itfelf; for it is foul which makes, and that which is produced 
is the refemblance of external form. But divine forms are at the fame time paradigmatic and 
demiurgic of their refemblances: for they have no fimilitude to the impreffions in wax, but poffefs 
an efficacious effence, and a power aflimilative of things fecondary to themfelves. 

No one of thefe modes, therefore, is of itfelf fufficient to reprefent the true manner in which 
divine forms are participated. But, perhaps, if we can difcover the moft proper mode of par- 
ticipation, we fhall fee how each of thefe touches on the truth, at the fame time that it falls fho: t 
of the whole chara€teriftic. 

It is requifite, therefore, in order to this participation, to confider as the caufes by which it 
is effected, the efficacious power of primary and divine forms, and the defire and aptitude of 
the natures which thence derive their formation. For neither is the fabricative and efficacious 
power of forms alone fufficient to produce participation; for they are every where fimilarly 
prefent, but are not fimilarly participated by all things. Nor is the defire and aptitude of the 
participants futhcient without the produétive energy of forms; for defire and aptitude are of 


themfelves imperfect, The prolific effence, therefore, of the demiurgic intellect exerts an 
efficacious 
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there be any other mode of participation befides thefe? That Socrates faid, 
How can there be? Does it then appear to you that the whole form °? is 
one 


efficacious energy, which the fubject nature of fenfibles receives. But, in effecting this participa- 
tion, it neither makes ufe of impulfions, for it is incorporeal; nor of any indefinite impetus, as 
we do, for it is impaflive; nor of any projectile force, for it is perfect; but it operates by its 
very effence. Hence, that which is generated is an image of its maker, intelle€tion there con- 
curring with effence: fo that, according as he intellectually perceives, he fabricates ; and, accord- 
ing as he fabricates, intellectually perceives. Hence, too, that which is generated is always 
generated by him; for, in effential produétions, that which is generated is every where confub- 
fiftent with its maker. In confequence of this, in things fubfifting according to time, form, in 
the fudden, fupervenes its fubject matter, whatever has been effected previous to its prefence alone 
removing the impediments to its reception. For, the /udden imitates according to the now, the 
at-once-colleéted and eternal generation of all things through the aptitude of the recipient. 

If, again, we defire to fee what it is which connects demiurgic power with the aptitude of re- 
cipients, we fhall find it is goodnefs itfelf, this being the caufe of all poffible union. For, parti- 
cipations proceed to mundane caufes through a defire of good; and demiurgic forms, through 
goodnefs, make their progreffions into fecondary natures, imitating the inexhauftible and exube- 
rant fountain of all good, which, through its own tranfcendent goodnefs, gives fubfiftence to 
all the divine orders, if it be lawful fo to fpeak. We have therefore thefe three caufes of the 
participation of forms, the one goodnefs of the Father of all things; the demiurgic power of 
forms, and the aptitude of the natures which receive the illuminations of forms. But, partici- 
pation fubfifting according to thefe caufes, we may perceive how it is poffible to affimilate it to 
reprefentations in a mirror, and to reflection. For aptitude and defire, which are imparted to fen- 
fible natures from on high, become the caufes of their being again converted to the fources whence 
they were deriyed. This participation too may, after another manner, be affimilated to a feal. 
For the efficacious power of divine caufes imparts a veffige of ideas to fenfibles, and apparent 
impreflions from unapparent forms. For we have faid that the demiurgic caufe unites both 
thefe together. But he who produces an icon effects fomething of this kind. For ina certain 
refpect he congregates the fubject and the paradigm ; fince, when this is accomplifhed, he pro- 
duces an impreffion fimilar to the exemplar. So that thefe modes, in a certain refpect, touch 
upon the truth. But it is by no means wonderful if each is found to be deficient. For the re- 
cipients of ideas are partible and fenfible ; and the characteriftic peculiarity of thefe unapparent 
and divine caufes cannot be circum{cribed by the nothingnefs of corporeal natures. 

* He who inveftigates whole and part, not corporeally, but in fuch a manner as is adapted to 
intelligible and immaterial forms, will perceive that every fenfible nature participates both of the 
whole and the part of its paradigm. For, as that has the relation of a caufe, but fenfibles are 
from a caufe, and effects can by no means receive the whole power of their caufes, hence, fen- 
fibles do not participate of the whole form. For, where can that which is fenfible receive the 
intellectual lives and powers of form? Where can the uniform and impartible nature of idea 


fubfiift in matter? Becaufe however, fenfibles preferve the idiom according to which the juft 
in 
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one in each individual of many things? Or what other opinion have you 
on this fubjet? That then Socrates faid, What hinders, O Parmenides, 
but 


in the intelligible world is called the jufl, or the beautiful the beautiful; through this again they 
may be faid to participate of wholes, and not of parts. Thus, for inftance, the idiom of the beau- 
tiful is every where and in all things ; but in one place it is intelle€tually, and in another mate- 
rially prefent, And it is evident that the participations of more perfect natures are more abun- 
dant than of thofe more remote from perfection; and that fome things participate according to 
many, and others according to a few, powers. For, let the beautiful itfelf be an intellectual vital 
form the caufe of fymmetry. Form, therefore, and that which is effective of fymmetry, are prefent to 
every thing beautiful: for this was the idiom of the beautiful itfelf; fo that every thing partici- 
pates of its whole idiom. But the inte/leGual nature of the beautiful is not prefent to all beauty, 
but to that which belongs to foul: for the beauty in this is uniform. Nor, again, is its vital 
nature prefent to all beauty, but to that which is celeftial; but the /plendour of beauty is feen in 
gold, and in certain ftones. Some things, therefore, participate of the intelle€tual and vital 
nature of the beautiful; others of its vital feparate from its intelle€tual nature ; and others parti- 
Cipate of its idiom alone. More immaterial natures, likewife, receive more of its powers than 
material natures. Things fecondary, therefore, participate both the wholes and parts of their 
proper paradigms. And in this manner it is proper to fpeak to thofe who are able to lock to the 
incorporeal eflence of forms. Lut to thofe who are of opinion that the participation is corpo- 
real, we muft fay, that fenfibles are incapable of participating either the wholes or parts of 
ideas; which Parmenides evinces, leading Socrates to the difcovery of the moft proper mode of 
the participation of forms, and, in the firft place, that they are not participated according to the 
whole; for this was the firft thing to be fhown. And Socrates fays, that nothing hinders the 
participation of the whole form. But Parmenides reprobates the pofition inferring that one and 
the fame thing will be in many things feparate from each other, and fo the thing itfelf will be 
feparate from itfelf, which is of all things the moft abfurd. For if a finger, or any thing elfe 
which fubfifts in other things, whether it be a corporeal part or power, fhould be in many things 
feparate from each other, it would alfo be feparate from itfelf. Fora corporeal power being in a 
fubjeét will thus belong to fubje&s, and be feparate from itfelf, fince it will be both in one and 
many. And, with refpe& to a body, it is impoffible that the whole of it fhould be in this place, 
and at the fame time in another. For it cannot be denied, that many bodies may be in one place 
when the bodies confift of pure immaterial light, fuch as thofe of the fpheres in which the planets 
are carried, but it is impoflible for the fame body to be at the fame time in many places. And 
hence it is impofible for a whole to be in many fubjects corporeally. 

But, fays Proclus, if you with to perceive the accuracy of Plato’s diction in a manner adapted 
to theological fpeculation, divide the words, and fay as follows :— Since forms firft fubfift in the 
paradigm of intelligibles, as we learn inthe Timzus, each of the firft forms will be one, and being, 
and a whole. And being fuch, it is impoflible for the fame thing to be in many things feparate 
from each other, and at once, except in an exempt manner; fo as to be both every where and 
no where, and, being prefent with all things without time, to be unmingled with them. For 

every 
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but that it fhould be one? As it is, therefore, one and the fame in things 
many and feparate from each other, the whole will be at the fame time one, 
and fo itfelf will be feparate from itfelf. That Socrates faid, It would not 
be fo: but juft as if this form was day ', this being one and the fame, is col- 
letivelv prefent in many places, and yet is not any thing the more feparate 
from itfelf; in the fame manner, every form may be at once ove and the fame 
in all. That Parmenides then faid, You have made, O Socrates, one and 


the fame thing to be collectively prefent in many places, in a very pleafant 
manner ; juft as if, covering many men with a veil, you fhould fay that there 
is one whole, together with the many. Do you not think that you would 
make an affertion of this kind? That Socrates faid, Perhaps fo. Will, 
therefore, the whole veil fubfift together with each man, or a different part 
of it with each individual? A different part only. That Parmenides faid, 
Thefe forms then, O Socrates, are divifible*, and their participants par- 
ticipate only parts of them: and hence there will no longer be one whole 
form in each individual, but only one part of each form. So indeed it 


every divine form, being in itfelf, is alfo prefent with others. And thofe natures which are inca- 
pable of being at the fame time in many things, derive this inability from not being in themfelves: 
for that which is fomething belonging to one thing is not capable of belonging to another. 

! That Socrates, fays Proclus, derived his example of day from the difcourfe of Zeno, is evi- 
dent. For Zeno, wifhing to evince how the many participate of a certain one, and are not de- 
ftitute of the one, though they fhould be moft remotely feparated from each other, fays in this 
very difcourfe, that whitenefs, being one, is prefent both to us and the antipodes, in the fame 
manner as day and night. “Or: pev ex tou Cnvwvos Aoyou To Mapaderyua sange, Onrov’ Extivos yap nusa 
Bovropcevos OTUS TA MONNA METEXEL TIVOS EVOS, MAL OU ETTIV EPMA EVOS, KAV DIETTHKEL TWoppwTaTw am BANAWY, 
EITEV EV TW AUTW AOYW MAV OUTAY TNV AEVKOTNTA Tapeival NAL NV KAL TOIS AVTITOTIY, OUTWS WS EUPpOrNY KAI THY 
nutpav. Parmenides, however, correéts Socrates, as no longer preferving, by the example of day, 
form one and the fame ; but as introducing the partible inftead of the impartible, and that which 
is one, and at the fame time not one, inftead of one; fuch as is whitenefs with us and the anti- 
podes. For the intention of Zeno’s difcourfe was not to afcend to feparate form, but to lead his 
auditors to that form which fubfifts with, and is infeparable from, the many. 

2 Every thing fenfible is a multitude which has an adventitious one, but form is a certain one 
comprehending multitude uniformly. For in divine natures progreflion begins from the one, 
and from hyparxis ; fince, if multitude fubfifts prior to the one, the one will be adventitious. 
From thefe things alfo, fays Proclus, you may underftand how fables affert that there are certain 
divifions and lacerations of the Gods, when they are divifibly participated by fecondary natures, 
which diltribute the impartible caufes of things partible prefubfifting in the Gods. For the 
divifion is not in reality of the divinities, but of thefe fecondary natures, about them. 

feems. 
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feems. Are you then willing to affert that one form is in reality divided, 
and that neverthelefs it is ftill one? That Socrates faid, By no means. 
For fee (faid Parmenides}, whether upon dividing magnitude * itfelf, it 
would not be abfurd that each of the many things which are great, fhould 
be great by a part of magnitude lefs than magnitude itfelf? Entirely fo, faid 
Socrates. 


" Parmenides, fays Proclus, wifhing to fhow the abfurdity of admitting that a formal effence is 
partible, difcourfes concerning magnitude, equality, and parvitude, becaufe each of thefe is 
beheld about quantity. But quantity has not by any means a part the fame with the whole, in 
the fame manner as a part of quality appears to preferve the fame power with the whole; whence 
alfo a part of fire is indeed diminifhed according to quantity, but according to quality preferves 
the nature of fire. In magnitude, therefore, equality, and parvitude, he very properly confutes 
thofe who fay that forms are partible. For, if thofe forms which efpecially appear to be partible, 
becaufe they introduce with themfelves the conception of quantity, cannot be divifible, by a much 
greater reafon other forms muft be impartible, which do not introduce together with themfelves 
fuch a conception ; fuch as are the juft itfelf, the beautiful itfelf, the fimilar itfelf, and the dif- 
fimilar itfelf, which Parmenides co-ordinating with magnitude itfelf inquires how they are par- 
ticipated by fenfibles. About thefe, therefore, which appear to be quantities, he very properly 
forms the demonftration, and, in the firft place, about magnitude. For, let magnitude be cor- 
poreally divifible. The part, therefore, will be lefs than the whole; and, if this be the cafe, the 
whole will be greater than the part. So that, if fenfible magnitude rcceiving a part of magnitude 
in the intelligible world, i. e. of magnitude itfelf, becomes great, this very thing is called great 
from receiving that which is {maller: for a part of magnitude itfelf is lefs and {maller. But it is 
fuppofed that things which participate of the great are great, and that things which participate of 
the fmall are {mall 

Let us however confider magnitude itfelf by itfelf, apart from corporeal divifion. Do we not, 
therefore, fay that it has multitude, and is not one alone? But, if it has multitude, fhal! we fay 
that each of its parts is magnitude itfelf, or that each is lefs than the whole, but is by no means 
fmall? For, if a part is magnitude itfelf, in no refpeét lefs than the whole, there wiil be a pro- 
greflion to infinity; fince this will not only be the cafe with this part, but alfo with its parts, and 
the parts of its parts, the parts always being the fame with the wholes. But if magnitude has 
not magnitudes as its parts, the whole will confift from parts unadapted to it. [Ít is neceffury, 
therefore, that the parts as it were of magnitude itfelf fhould be magnitudes, accerding with the 
whole, bat yet not chat which the whole is. For the part of fre is fire, but the power of the 
whole is greater than that of the part; and neither does the whole confift from cold parts, nor is 
each part of equal ftrength with the whole. Hence we muft conceive that magnitude itfelf has 
twofold powers, one of which inferts tranfcendency in incorporeals with reipect to incorporeals; 
for in thefe there is a certain magnitude, and the other in bodies with refpet to bodies. So 
that, though form poffefles abundance of power, yet it does not depart from its proper idiom in 
the multitude of the powers which it contains. By fpeculating intclle€tually in this manner 
parts and wholes in ideas, we fhall avoid the abfurdities with which Parmenides fhows the fpecu- 
Jation of them in a corporeal manner is attended. 

VOL, III. H But 
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But what then? Can that which participates'a part of equal i itfelf, be 
equal to any thing by this its part of equality, which is lefs than equal itfelf? 


* Magnitude itfelf is the fource of tranf{cendency and exempt perfe&ion to all things, whether 
fuch tranfcendency and perfection be intellectual, or vital, or fubfifting with interval. But the 
equal is the caufe of harmony and analogy to all things: for from equality, as we fhall fhow in 
the Additional Netes to the Timzus, all the mediums are derived, as well thofe beionging to the 
foul and fuch as are phyfical, as thofe that are mathematical; and the end of it is friendfip and 
union. Since therefore the demiurgus, in adorning the univerfe, employed all the mediums, and 
the arithmetical, geometrical, and harmonic bonds proceeding from thefe, it may be fafely in- 
ferred that the one intellectual caufe of thefe, which generates and adorns them, is this demiurgic 
equality. For, as the monad which fubfifts in the demiurgus gives fubfiftence to every natural 
number, fo the equality which is there, generates all the mediums or middles which are here ; 
fince alfo the equatity which is contained in our dianoctic part generates the mathematical 
mediums. But, if this be the cafe in images, much more in intelle€tual forms is equality the 
prolific fource of all the variety of mediums which proceed about the world. Equality, there- 
fore, is the caufe of thefe to all mundane natures. It is likewife the fupplier of co-ordination to 
beings; juft as magnitude is the caufe of exempt perfection, and parvitude of effential fubje€tion. 
It appears, indeed, that all beings are adorned from this triad of forms, as they impart tran- 
icendency to fuperior natures, fubje€tion to fuch as are inferior, and a communion of the fame 
feries to fuch as are co-ordinate. And it is evident that the perpetually indiffoluble feries of 
wholes are generated according to this triad. For every feries requires thefe three, viz. tran- 
feendency, co-ordinaticn and fubjeSion. So that, if there are certain progreflions of every form from 
on high, as far as to the laft of things, and which, together with communion, preferve the di- 
ftin€lion between things fecond and firft, they are perfected through this triad. 

Let us now fee how Parmenides confutes thofe who think that fenfible equals participate parts 
of equality itfelf corporeally. For, if any fenfibie particular thus participates a part of equality, 
it is evident that it participates of fomething lefs than the whole. But, if this be the cafe, that 
which participates of the leffer is no longer leffer, but equal. It ought not however to be fo; 
fince it is agreed that forms give the appellations of themfelves to fenfibles. Hence that which 
participates of the leffer muft not be called equal, but leffer; nor muft that which participates of 
the equal be called lefler, but equal; nor that which participates of the greater be denominated 
equal or lefler, but greater. If, therefore, we direct our view to equality itfelf as an incorporeal 
effence, we muft fay that being one it contains in itfelf the caufes of all equalities, viz. of the 
equality in weights, in corporeal maffes, in multitudes, in dignities and in generations ; fo that 
each of fuch-like particulars, which are all-various, is a certain equal, poflefling a power and 
dignity fubordinate to the whole. Since every form, therefore, generates all the idioms of the 
powers which it contains, it follows that there are many equalities comprehended under‘one 
equality. ‘Nor ought we to wonder if all equalities, being fubordinate to their comprehending 
unity, fuffer this through the participation of parvitude itfelf. For all forms communicate with 
all; and magnitude itfelf, fo far as it pofleffes a leffler power than other forms, participates of par- 
vitude. Parvitude itfelf alfo, fo far as it furpaffes other forms, participates of magnitude itfelf ; 
while in the mean time every form is participated by fenfibles fo far as it is that which it is, and 
not fo far as it communicates with others. 


: It 
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It is impoffible. But fome one of us muft poffefs a part of this {mall 
quantity ; and that which is /mal! it/e/f * will be greater than this, this {mall 
quantity 


t Parvitude itfelf may be confidered as that which is the fource of fubjection in all forms, or 
it may be faid to be that which fupplies impartibility, conneéted continuity, and a power which 
converges to the fame in every form. For through this fouls are able to proceed from a life 
extended with body and fenfe to a more impartible form of life. Through this alfo bodies are 
compreffed and conneétedly contained in their indivifible caufes ; the whole world is one, and 
poffeffes the whole of its life converging in one thing, the middle; and from this the poles and 
centres, and all impartible feCtions, and contaéts of circles, are derived. But the prefent difcourfe 
evinces that it is impoflible for fenfibles to participate a part of parvitude corporeally. For, if 
parvitude itfelf had a certain part, it would be greater than its part; fince a part of the fmall, fo 
far as it is a part, muft be fmaller than the whole: fo that the fmall will evidently be greater than 
its proper part, which is fmaller than it. But it is impofhble that the {mall fimply confidered 
fhould be greater. For we now confider parvitude itfelf by itfelf, without any conneétion with 
magnitude. And fuch is the abfurdity attending thofe that divide parvitude when fuch divifion 
is confidered in the form itfelf. But we may alfo inveftigate another abfurdity which takes 
place in the participants of parvitude, and which is as follows: If we divide the {mall itfelf, 
fince the part of it is, as has been fhown, fmaller than the whole, it is evident that the thing, 
to which the part taken away from the whole of the fmall is added, will become greater by this 
addition, and not {maller. Hence parvitude muft not be divided. 

We may alfo, fays Proclus, interpret the prefent paflage in the fame manner as our affociatc 
Pericles. For, to whatever the part taken away from the fmall is added, this muft neceffarily 
become greater; but, by adding to that fame thing the remaining part of the {mall thus divided, 
the whole thing will become fmall, and not greater than it was before : for the form was {mall 
from the beginning. It is abfurd, therefore, to think that the fmall can be divided. Proclus 
adds, that the prefent paflage to fome appeared fo difficult, that they confidered it as {purious. 
The words of Parmenides however, by introducing certain ablations and additions, evince that 
the participation which he reprobates is corporeal. 

But we may affert in common, fays Proclus, refpecting thefe three forms, magnitude, parvi- 
tude, and equality, or rather concerning all forms at once, that they are impartible, and are 
allotted an incorporeal effence. For every thing corporeal, being bounded according to interval, 
cannot after the fame manner be prefent to things greater and lefler; but the equal, the greater, 
the leffer, and, in a fimilar manner, every other form are prefent to their participants, whatever 
interval they may poffefs. All forms, therefore, are without interval. For the fame reafon they 

are alfo eftablithed above all place; fince without impediment they are every where prefent to 
their participants. But things which fubfift in place are naturally deftitute of this unimpeded 
prefence: for ic is impoffible that they can be participated by all things which are arranged in 
different places. In like manner, forms are entirely expanded above all time: for they are 
pretent untemporally and collectively to all things; fince gencrations themfelves are certain pre- 


parations which precede the participations of forms. And gencrations indced fub{ilt in time, but 
H 2 forms 
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quantity being a part of /mall itfelf; and thus fmall it/elf will be that which 
is greater: but that to which this part which was taken away is added, will 
become {maller, and not greater than it was before. ‘That Socrates faid— 
This cannot take place. But after what manner! then, O Socrates, can 


individuals 


forms give the participations of themfelves to generated natures, in an inftant, imparticly, with- 
out being in any refpe& indigent of temporal extenfion. Let not, therefore, any one transfer 
from participants to the things participated, either time, or local comprehenfion, or corporeal 
divifion; nor let him, in fhort, underftand in forms either corporeal compofitions or feparations. 
For thefe things are very remote from the immaterial fimplicity of forms, and from the purity of 
an impartible effence which is contained in eternity. 

* The whole form of thefe words, fays Proclus, is excitative and maieutic of the conceptions 
of Socrates. Hence Parmenides does not add, like one who contends for victory in difputation, 
“ fenfibles, therefore, do not participate of forms,” but he excites Socrates, and calls forth his 
intellect to the difcovery of the moft proper mode of participation. But we. have already obferved 
that whole and part are not to be confidered corporeally, but in a manner accommodated to 
immaterial and intelleQual effences. Senfibles, therefore, participate both the whole and the 
parts of form. For, fo far as the idiom of every form proceeds in its participants as far as to the 
laft of them, the participation is that of a whole; but, fo far as things fecondary do not.receive 
all the power of their caufes, the participation is of parts. Hence the more elevated of parti- 
cipants receive more powers of the paradigm ; but the more fubordinate, fewer. So that, if there 
are men in other parts of the univerfe better than us, thefe, being nearer the idea of man, will 
have a greater communion with it, and according to a greater number of powers. Hence the 
celeftial lion is intelleQual, but the fublunary irrational: for the former is nearer to the idea of 
lion than the latter. The idiom indeed of idea pervades as far as to mortal natures; and hence 
things fublunary fympathize with things celeftial. For one form, and communion according to 
this, produce the fympathy. The moon alfo, fays Proclus, as beheld in the heavens is a divinity ; 
but the lunar form, which is beheld here in ftones, preferves alfo a power appropriate to the 
lunar order, Gnce it increafes and decreafes in conformity to the changes of the moon. Thus, one 
idiom proceeds from on high as far as to the laft of things; and it is evident that it proceeds 
through mediums. For, if there is this one form both in Gods and ftones, much prior to its 
being prefent with the latter muft it fubfift in the middle genera, fuch as demons, or other 
animals. For certain feries: pervade from the intelle€tual Gods to the heavens, and again from 
the heavens into generation or the fudlunary realms, being changed according to each of the 
elements, and fubfiding as far as to earth. But of thefe feries the higher parts participate in a 
greater, but the lower in a lefler degree ; one idiom being extended to all the parts, which makes 
the whole feries one. 

Again, after another manner, we may fay that fenfibles participate both of the whole and of 
the parts of form. They participate of the whole, fo far as the fabrication of form is impartible ; 
whence alfo the fame whole is every where prefent to all things, fubfifting from itfelf in the firft 
place, and afterwards filling the effence of its participants with its proper power. But they par- 

4 ticipate 
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individuals participate of forms, if they are neither able to participate ac- 
cording to parts, nor according to wholes? That Socrates faid, It does not 
appear to me, by Jupiter, to be in any refpect an eafy matter to define a 
circumftance of this kind, But what will, you fay to this? To what? 
I think that you confider every form as one’, on this account; becaufe, 
fince a certain multitude of particulars feems to you to be great, there may 
perhaps appear to him who {urveys them all to be one idea, from whence you 

think 


ticipate of the parts of form, fo far as they do not participate of form itfelf, but of its images ; 
and images are parts of their proper paradigms. For image is to its paradigm, as a part to the 
whole. And if any one, admitting this expofition, examines what has been already delivered 
concerning ideas, none of thofe impoffibilities will follow, which fome of the antients have 
confidered as the inevitable confequences of the doftrine of ideas. For, will ic any longer be 
impofhible that the fame thing thould be in all things, if we admit that an immaterial and intel- 
le€tual form fubfifting in itfelf, and requiring no feat nor place, is equally prefent to all things 
which are able to participate it? Will it be impoffible that effentially impartible form, and which 
pre-fubfifts as one, fhould be divided in its participants and fuftain a Titanic divulfion? And 
how is it not moft true that what participates of magnitude itfelf participates of the leffer? For 
magnitude in the participant, being divifible, is the image of magnitude itfelf; but the image is 
lefs than the paradigm by a certain part. In like manner, that which we call equal in fenfibles 
is lefs than the power of the equal itfelf, and is nothing more than the image of perfection ; but 
the equal itfelf is greater than this, fo far as it is more perfect in power. In fhort, with refpect 
to each of thefe three forms, fince they are exempt from their participants, meafure their effence, 
and impart the caufe of fubjection to them; according to exempt tranfcendency, each employs 
magnitude itfelf ; according toa meafuring power, the equal itfelf; and according to the gift of 
fubjeGtion, parvitude itfelf. All, therefore, co-operate with each other in the gifts which they 
impart to fecondary natures. For, if magnitude itfelf imparts a power which extends to ail 
things, but parvitude impartibility, they are connafcent with each other; fince then pervading 
more impartibly to a great number of particulars, they are impartible in a greater degree: and 
both are in a greater degree equal, by being efpecially the meafures both of themfelves and 
others. There is nothing, therefore, abfurd, nothing impoffible, if whole and part are confidered 
in a manner adapted to the nature of forms ; but all things follow appropriately to the hypothefis. 
Whence alfo Parmenides appears continually to afk Socrates, how fenfibles participate of, and 
how whole and part are to be furveyed in, forms, elevating him to the moft true conceptions 
concerning ideas. 

1 From what has been already delivered (fays Proclus) it is fufficiently evident that forms are 
not participated in a corporeal manner; whence we may infer that ncither do they fabricate 
corporeally, nos operate by impulfion, like the motions of bodies. But if this be the cafe, it is 
evident that the order of forms is incorporeal. In the Sophifta, therefore, it is fhown that the 
one is incorporeal ; for, if it were body, it would require fomething elfe to unite its parts. But it 
is here fhown that true being and intellectual forms have an impartible fubfiftence : and in the Laws, 

that 


54 THE PARMENIDES. 


think them to be one great thing. That then Socrates faid, You {peak the 
truth. But what if you confider the great? wWelf, and other things which 
are 


that fouls are incorporeal through their felf-motive hypoftafis. Thefe, however, are the three 
orders prior to fenfibles, viz. the order of fouls, the order of intelle&ual effences, and the order of 
unities, the immediate progeny of the one. 

But here Parmenides afcends to a more perfect hypothefis concerning ideas, viz. whether fen- 
fibles participate of ideas as of phyfical reafons or productive principles, which are coordinate and 
connafcent with their participants, but are at the fame time incorporeal: for the doubt prior to 
this confidered the participation of ideas as corporeal. Parmenides, therefore, afcends to a cer- 
tain incorporeal reafon, which, looking to things, we muft define to be phyfical, and muft affert, 
that the mode of participation is indeed incorporeal, but poffeffes fomething common with its 
participants. For if, together with incorporeal participation, we alfo confider the things partici- 
pated as perfectly exempt from thcir participants, there will no longer any doubt remain con- 
cerning the participation ; fince thefe two things produce the doubt, the corporeal mode of being 
prefent, and the poffeffion of fomething common between ideas and their participants, to which 
Socrates looking in the Phædo fays, that it is dubious whether participation is the prefence of 
forms, as in the preceding inquiry, whether fenfibles participate of the whole of form, or only of 
a part; or whether it is not a being prefent. This fecond inquiry, therefore, confiders form as 
in its participants, and as coordinate with them. For phyfical reafons and natures are arranged 
above bodies and the apparent order of forms; but at the fame time they verge to bodies, and do 

not 


1 Ideas mult be confidered as exempt and feparate from, and as generative of, the many ; and 
the tranfitions from things which are fcparated muft be made, not through privations, but through 
forms, and in forms, till we arrive at felf-fubfiftent and firft natures. For how, through things 
indefinite and formlefs, can we arrive at form and bound? Afcending, indeed, from things ma- 
terial to {permatic reafons, we fhall find fomething common in them, but which is imperfect ; 
and proceeding from thefe to caufes fubfifting in foul, we fhall perceive that the effective power 
of thefe is temporal. But if we run back to forms which are truly fo called, we fhall find that 
there is nothing common between thefe and fenfibles. For thefe true forms are perfect, and 
their energy is incorporeal and eternal, and is above all generation. For the characteriftics of all 
generation are the imperfect from itfelf, the parrible, the temporal, from which forms being 
purified, they are liberated from all fenfibles, and poffefs nothing in common with them ; fo that 
it is no longer poffible to make a tranfition to any other fomething common. As, therefore, fays 
Proclus, we obferved in commenting on the former doubt, that forms are prefent with their par- 
ticipants through that which they impart, and are not prefent through their feparate hypoftafis ; 
fo, with refpeét to this fecond doubt, we fay, that forms communicate with their participants, and 
do not communicate. ‘They communicate by illuminating them from themfelves, but do not 
communicate, in confequence of being unmingled with the illuminated natures. So that a cer- 
tain fimilitude to them is divulfed, not from forms themfelves, but from the illuminations pro- 
ceeding from them. Hence, through thefe they are faid to communicate after a certain manner 
with fenfibles; not as in things fynonymous, but as in things fecond and firft. 
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are great, in the fame manner, with the eye of the foul, will not again a 
certain fomething which is great appear to you, through which all thefe 
neceffarily 


not conne&t them exemptly. Hence, alfo, phyfical reafons are entirely coordinated with fenfible 
forms. But Parmenides himfelf clearly teaches how we afcend to phyfical reafons; fince we 
recur from things common in particulars to the proximate caufe of them, which is entirely phy- 
fical form. For, perceiving many things that are great, and one idea extending to all thefe, we 
conceive that there is a certain fomething great which is common to the magnitude in particulars. 
But that the difcourfe is about phyfical form, and a tranfition from fenfibles to this form, is evi- 
dent, as Proclus juftly obferves, from Parmenides employing fuch expreffions as Tə o1tz6at, to doger 
to doxet, to nyn, and the like, which could not be employed about things which are objects of 
fcience, but are only adapted to phyfical concerns. In like manner we muft fay, with refpe& to 
men, that we fee many men, and one idea extending to all of them, the man in particulars. 
Whence we think that one man pre-fubfifts in the reafons or productive principles of nature, 
generative of the apparent man, and that thus the many participate of the one, as of pliyfical 
reafon proceeding into matter; fuch reafon or form not being feparate from matter, but refem- 
bling a feal verging to the wax, imprefling in it the form which it contains, and caufing it to be 
adapted to the whole of the inferted form. As the proximate tranfition, therefore, is from bodies 
to natures, Parmenides evinces that phyfical reafons fall fhort of the perfection of ideas, which is 
primary and unmingled with its participants. 

From hence it may be inferred, that, as form is that primarily which the multitude under it is 
fecondarily, it neither communicates with this multitude according to name alone, nor is fynony- 
mous with it; and that it is not neceflary again to inveftigate that which is common to form and 
its depending multitude. When, therefore, we confider the one in every form, we Ought not to 
inveftigate it either doxaftically or dianoétically: for thefe knowledges are not connate with in- 
telle€tual monads, which neither belong to the objets of opinion, nor to thofe of the dianoétic 
part, as we learn from the fixth book of the Republic. But it is fit that we fhould furvey the 
fimple and uniform effence of forms through intellectual intuition. Nor muft we conceive that 
the one in thefe fubfifts according to compofition from the many, or by an abftradtion from par- 
ticulars : for the intellectual number of forms proceeds from the good and the one, and does not 
depart from a union and alliance adapted to the caufe which gave it fubfiftence. Hence, Socrates 
in the Philebus, at one time calls ideas unities, and at another time monads. For, confidered 
with relation to zhe one, they are monads, becaufe each is a multitude, fince it is a certain being, 
life, and intelleGtual form ; but confidered with relation to their produdtions, and the feries to 
which they give fubfiflence, they are xnities; for things pofterior to them are multiplied, and from 
their impartible effence become partible. If, therefore, that which is characterized by unity in 
forms is exempt from the many, it is evident that the knowledge of intelle€t, which is profoundly 
one, is fufficient to the apprehenfion of the one of forms. Whether, therefore, there is a multi- 
tude of participants, it does not multiply the unity of that which is participated; or, whether 
there are differences of parts in the participants, the impartible nature of forms is preferved im- 


mutable; or, whether there is compofition in that which participates, the fimplieity of intcl- 
kefual 
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neceffarily feem to be great ? It feems fo. Hence, another form of magni- 
tude will become apparent, befides magnitude it/elf and its participants: and 
befides 


lectual forms remains eternally the fame. For they are neither connumerated with their effects, 
nor do they give completion to their effence; fince, if they fubfifted in their produétions, they 
could not be beheld as the principle of them, and as their prolific caufe. For, in fhort, every 
thing which is fomething belonging to another cannot be a caufe, fimply confidered; fince every 
true caufe is exempt from its effects, and is eftablithed in itfelf and from itfelf, feparate from its 
participants. He, therefore, who is willing to pafs from thefe fenfibles, and every way divided 
natures, to forms themfelves, muft permit intelle&t inftead of opinion to be the leader of the 
way, and muft contemplate every form uncoordinated and unmingled with objects of fenfe; 
neither conceiving that they poffefs any habitude with fenfibles, nor furveying any common defi- 
nition of eflence between them and the many, nor, in fhort, any coordination of participants 
and the things which are participated. But he who ufes opinion in this tranfition, and appre- 
hends forms mingled with fenfibles, and connumerated with material reafons, will fearcely afcend 
as far as to nature, and the phyfical order of forms: whence, again, he muft after thefe con- 
template other more total monads, and this to infinity, till, arriving at intellectual boundaries 
themfelves, he beholds in thefe felf-fubfifting, moft fimple, and eternal natures, the definite 
derivation of forms. Parmenides, therefore, gradually evinces that primary are expanded 
above divifible forms, and all that is mingled and connumerated with thefe, and this according 
to a wonderful tranfcendency of nature. 

And here, what Socrates obferves in the Phedo refpecting the participation of forms, is wor- 
thy of admiration: for he there fays, that he cannot yet ftrenuoufly afhrm whether it is requifite 
to call this participation pre/ence, or communion, or any thing elfe befides thefe. For, from the firft 
doubt, it may be evinced that it is impoffible for the participation to be prefence, fince neither the 
whole, nor certain parts of them, are able to be prefent with their participants. But, from this 
fecond doubt, we may confute thofe who contend that the participation is communion. If, there- 
fore, there is any thing common to ideas and their participants, there wiil be a tranfition ad 
infinitum from the participants of that which is common to that which is common ; and hence 
this latter doubt is different from the former. For the former was, that form is prefent with its 
participants, and is fomething belonging to them; but the latter, that form is different from its 
participant, but peffeffes an abundant communion with it. Hence, in the former, the argument 
proceeds from the inability of form being prefent, either according to the whole or a part of 
itfelf; but, in the latter, it no longer proceeds in a fimilar manner, but, from that which is com- 
mon in form and its participant, again afcends to fomething elfe which is more common than the 
one form, and the many by which it is participated. He alone, therefore, can afhgn a fcientific 
reafon concerning the participation of forms, who takes away that which is corporeal in their 
being prefent, and removes that which is common from an incorporeal eflence. For thus ideas 
will be incorporcally prefent with their participants, but will not be fubdued by one relation to- 
wards them; that they may be every where, through their incorporeal nature, and no where, in 


confequence of being exempt from their participants. For a communion with participants takes 
away 
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befides all thefe another magnitude, through which all thefe become great; 
fo that each of your forms will no longer be one thing, but an infinite mul- 
titude. 


away exempt tranfcendency. For it is requifite, indeed, that therc fhould be communion, yet 
not as of things coordinate, but only fo far as participants are fufpended from idcas; but ideas 
are perfe€tly exempt from their participants. Corporeal prefence, however, obfcures a prefence 
every way impartible. Bodies therefore, are things incapable of being wholly in many things; 
but effentially incorporeal natures are wholly prefent to things which are able to participate 
them ; or, rather, they are not prefent to their participants, but their participants are prefent to 
them. And this is what Socrates obfcurely fignifies in the Phædo, when he fays, “ whether pre- 
fence, or communion, or any thing elfe may be the caufe of the participation of forms.” Forms, 
therefore, muft not be admitted to be the progeny and bloffoms of matter, as they were faid to 
be by the Stoics; nor muft it be granted that they confift from a comixture of fimple elements ; 
nor that they have the fame effence with fpermatic reafons. For all thefe things evince their 
fubfiftence to be corporeal, imperfect, and divifible. Whence, then, on fuch an hypothelis, is 
perfe€tion derived to things imperfect ? Whence union to things every way diflipated? Whence 
is a never-failing effence prefent with things perpetually generated, unlefs the incorporeal and 
all-perfect order of forms has a fubfiftence prior to thefe? Others again, of the anrients, fays 
Proclus, afligned that which is common in particulars as the caufe of the permanency in forms: 
for man generates man, and the fimilar is produced from the fimilar. They ought, however, at 
the fame time, to have directed their attention to that which gives fubfiftence to what is common 
in particulars: for, as we have before obferved, true caufes are exempt from their effeéts. That 
which is common, therefore, in particulars, may be affimilated to one and the fame feal which 
is impreffed in many pieces of wax, and which remains the fame, without failing, while the pieces 
of wax are changed. What, then, is it which proximately impreffles this feal in the wax ? For 
matter is analogous to the wax, the fenfible man to the type, and that which is common in par- 
ticulars, and verges to things, to the ring itfelf. What elfe, then, can we affign as the caufe of 
this, than nature proceeding through matter, and thus giving form to that which is fenfible, by 
her own inherent reafons? Soul, therefore, will thus be analogous to the hand which ufes the 
ring, fince foul is the leader of nature; that which ranks as a whole of the whole of nature, and 
that which is partial of a partial nature. But intelle€& will be analogous to the foul which im- 
preffes the wax through the hand and the ring ; which intelleét fills that which is fenfible through 
foul and the nature of forms, and is itfelf the true Porus *, generative of the reafons which 
flow, as far as to matter. It is not neceflary, therefore, to ftop at the things common in parti- 
culars, but we fhould inveftigate the caufes of them. For why do men participate of this peculiar 
fomething which is common, but another animal of a different fomething common, except 
through unapparent reafons? For nature is the one mother of all things; but what are the caufes 
of definite fimilitudes? And why do we fay the generation is according to nature when man is 
from man, unlefs there is a reafon of men in nature, according to which all fenfible men fubfitt ? 
For it is not becaufe that which is produced is an animal, fince if it were a lion that was pro- 


* See the fpeech of Diotima in the Banquet. 
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titude. But that upon this Socrates replied, Perhaps, O Parmenides, each 
of thefe forms is nothing more than an intellectual conception *, which 
ought 


duced from a man, it would be a natural animal indeed, but would no longer be according to 
nature, becaufe it would not be generated according to a proper reafon. It is neceffary, therefore, 
that there fhould be another caufe of fimilars prior to fimilars; and hence it is neceflary to recur 
from the things common in particulars to the one caufe which proximately gives fubfittence to fene 
fibles, and to which Parmenides himfelf leads us. ‘That he does not, however, think it proper 
that we fhould ftop at this caufe, he manifefts from what follows. For if, looking to thefe things 
which are common, we with, beginning from thefe, to fafhion ideas, in confequence of recur- 
Ting in a fimilar manner to them from all things, we fhall be in want not only of things of which 
there are ideas, but alfo of thofe of which there are not, fuch as of things contrary to nature, of 
things artificial, of things uneffential, and of fuch as have no fubfiftence, fuch as an animal min- 
gled from a goat and ftag, (teayeAagos), or an animal mingled from a horfe and centaur, (iazoxes- 
tavpos); for there are alfo things common in thefe, and thus we fhall eftablifh ideas of non-entities. 
To which we may add, that we muft likewife admit that there are ideas of infinities, as of irra- 
tional lines, and the ratios in numbers: for both thefe are infinite, and of both there are things 
common. If, therefore, we fafhion certain ideas from thefe, we fhall often make infinities, 
though it is requifite that ideas fhould be lefs numerous than their participants, the participants 
of each, at the fame time, being many. Very properly, therefore, docs Parmenides direct the 
mode of trantition to ideas, as not being fcientific, if it proceeds from the things common in fer- 
fibles; for it will always be poflible to conceive different things common, and thus to proceed ad 
infinitum. But this is evident from the words that immediately follow. 

* The fourth problem concerning ideas is here confidered, viz. what kind of beings they are, 
or in other words, where they fubfifl, whether in fouls, or prior to fouls. Socrates, therefore, 
being feparated by Parmenides from phyfical forms, calls idea a conception belonging to the foul, 
(vonua Yuxixev), and defines the place of it to be foul. For the form in foul is one and incorporea! ; 
and this dogma is not attended with the former difficulties. For this form is exempt from the 
many, and is not co-ordinate with them like the forms in matter, in coafequence of being allotted 
a fubfiftence in foul. There is likewife nothing common between this form and the many; nor 
is it either according to the whole, or a part of itfelf, in its participants, fo that it may be fhown 
to be feparate from itfelf, or to have a partible fubfiftence. Socrates, therefore, by adopting this 
dogma, avoids the above-mentioned doubts. But, fays Proclus, when Socrates calls idea a con- 
ception (vonua), we muft not think that he afferts it to be that which is the object of intellectual 
vifion, „7o voousevov) in the fame manner as we call that which is apprehended by fenfe /enfible 
(ùs aicbnua paus To tn arouses anaou); but that intelligence itfelf underftanding form, is here called 
a conception; being fo denominated as a certain theorem and dogma ingenerated in fouls, about 
dogmatized and deiform concerns. (‘Ourw vonua reyouevoy ws Sewpnua Ti nas oyua ev ais Wuxas e7y1v0~ 
ptvov wept Tuy doymariCouevay xai Seoeiduv mpayynatuv). This conception, therefore, he fays is ingenerated 
in fouls, through the word ingenerated, (eyywvecbax), manifefting that it does not fubfift in them z/n- 
tially, And this is that form of polterior origin (ro voregoyeves sidos), which fome of the followers 
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ought not to fubfift any where but in the foul; and if this be the cafe, each 
will be one: and the confequences juft now mentioned will not enfue. That 
Parmenides 


of Ariftotle, and moft of the moderns, fo much celebrate, but which is entirely different from that 
reafon or form which abides effentially in fouls, and does not derive its fubfiftence from an 
abftra€tion from fenfibles. Looking to this effential reafon we fay, that the foul is all forms, and 
is the place of forms, not in capacity only, but in that kind of energy, through which we call one 
fkilled in geometry a geometrician in energy, even when he does not geometrize, and which 
Ariftotle accurately calls the prior form of being in energy. This, therefore, which is denomi- 
nated a conception, as of pofterior origin, is very properly faid to be different from the effential 
realon of the foul: for it is more obfcure than the many in fenfibles, as being poflerior and rot 
prior tothem. But the effential reafon or form of the foul is more perfect, becaufe the concep- 
tion of pofterior origin, or in modern language, abftraét idea, has a lefs effence than the many, 
but the effential form more. 

That it is not, however, proper to {top at conceptions of pofterior origin, i. e. notions gained 
by an abftra€tion from fenfible particulars, bur that we fhould procced to thofe effential reafons 
which are allotted a perpetual fubfiftence within the foul, is evident to thofe who are able to fur- 
vey the nature of things. For, whence is man able to collect into one by reafoning the percep- 
tions of many fenfes, and to confider one and the fame unapparent form prior to things apparent, 
and feparated from each other; but no other animal that we are acquainted with, furveys this 
fomething common, for neither does it poffefs a rational effence, but alone employs fenfe, and 
appetite, and imagination? Whence, then, do rational fouls generate thefe univerfals, and 
recur from the fenfes to that which is the object of opinion? It is becaufe they effentially poffefs 
the gnoftically produ€tive principles of things: for, as nature poffeffes a power productive of 
fenfibles, by containing reafons, or productive principles, and fafhions, and connects fenfibles, fo 
as by the inward eye to form the external, and jn a fimilar manner the finger, and every other 
particular; fo he who has a common conception of thefe, by previoufly poffeffing the reafons of 
things, beholds that which each pofleffes in common. For he does not reccive this common 
fomething from fenfibles; fince that which is received from fenfibles is a phantafm, and not the 
object of opinion. It likewife remains within fuch as it was received from the beginning, that it 
may not be falfe, and a non-entity, but does not become more perfe&t and venerable, nor does 
it originate from any thing elfe than the foul. Indeed, it muft not be admitted that nature in 
generating generates by natural reafons and meafures, but that foul in generating docs not 
generate by animattic reafons and caufes. But if matter pofleffes that which is common in the 
many, and this fomething common is effential, and more effence than individuals; for this is 
perpetual, but each of thofe is corruptible, and they derive their very being from this, fince it is 
through form that every thing partakes of eflence,—if this be the cafe, and foul alone poffeffes 
things common which are of pofterior origin (vorepoyesn xora), do we not make the foul more 
ignoble than matter? For the form which is merged in matter will be morc perfect and mors 
eflence than that which refides in the foul ; fince the latter is of pofterior origin, but the former is 
perpetual; and the one is after, but the other generative and connective of the many. To which we 


may add, that a common phantafm in the foul derives its fubfiftence from a furvey of that which is 
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faid, What then? is each of thefe conceptions * one, but at the fame time a 
conception of nothing? That Socrates faid, This is impoffible. It is a 
conception, therefore, of fomething? Certainly. Of being or of non-being ? 
Of being. Will it not be of one particular thing, which that conception 
underftands as one certain idea in all things? Undoubtedly. But now 
will not that which is underftood to be one, be a form always the fame in 


all 


common in particulars. Hence it tends to this; for every thing adheres to its principle, and is faid 
to be nothing elfe than a predicate ; fo that its very eflence is to be predicated of the many. 

Further ftill: the univerfal in the many is lefs than each of the many ; for by certain additions 
and accidents it is furpaffed by every individual. But that which is of pofterior origin (i. e. 
univerfal abftrafted from particulars) comprehends each of the many. Hence it is predicated of 
each of thefe; and that which is particular is contained in the whole of this univerfal. For this 
fomething common, or abftraét idea, is not only predicated of that fomething common in an 
individual, but likewife of the whole fubiect. How then can it thence derive its fubfiftence, and 
be completed from that which is common in the many? For, if from the many themfelves, 
where do we fee infinite men, of all which we predicate the fame thing? And if from that which 
is common in the many, whence is it that this abftract idea is more comprehenfive than its 
caufe ? Hence it has a different origin, and receives from another form this power which is 
comprehenfive of every individual; and of this form the abftraQ idea which fubfifts in opinion is 
an image, the inward caufe being excited from things apparent. To which we may add, that all 
demonftration, as Ariftotle has fhown in his Laft Analytics, is from things prior, more honourable, 
and more univerfal. How, therefore, is univerfal more honourable, if it is of pofterior origin ? 
For, in things of pofterior origin, that which is more univerfal is more uneflential ; whence fpecies 
is more eflence than genius. The rules, therefore, concerning the moft true demonftration muft 
be fubverted, if we alone place in the foul univerfals of poftcrior origin: for thefe are not more 
excellent than, nor are the caufes of, nor are naturally prior to, particulars. If, therefore, thefe 
things are abfurd, it is neceflary that effential reafons fhould fubfift in the foul prior to univerfals, 
which are produced by an abftracticn from fenfibles. And thefe reafons or productive powers are 
indeed always excrted, and are always efficacious in divine fouls, and in the more excellent orders 
of beings; butin us they are fometimes dormant, and fometimes in energy. 

1 From the things common in particulars, it is neceflary to recur to phyfical form, which is 
proximate to thefe; and after this to the reafon or form in the foul which is of potterior origin, 
or which derives it fubfiftence from an abftra@tion from fenfibles, and is a conception ingenerated 
in the foul. But when we have arrived thus far, ic is requifite to pafs on to the conception of 
the effential reafon of the foul, and from this to make a tranfition to being itfelf, to which alfo 
Socrates :s now led through the obftetric arguments of Parmenides. As in intellect, therefore, 
that which underftands, intelligence, and the intelligible, are united to each other, and in- 
telleétual conception every where pertains to the intelligible, it is evident that the intelligible is 
prior to intellectual conception, in which intelligible, the reafon in the foul being firmly fixed, 
is a noéma, or intellectual conception. Hence, we muft not ftop in afcending from one form to 
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all things? This feems to be neceffary. That Parmenides then faid, But 
what, is it not neceffary, fince other things participate of forms, that each 
fhould be compofed from intelleétual conceptions * ; and thus all of them 

be 


another, till we arrive at true beings, or, in other words, intelligibles. For though we fhall find 
that intelle&t and intelligibles are connately united to each other, yet intelleét is a plenitude of 
forms according to the intelligible which it contains. And as we unite intellect and the in- 
telligible to each other, fo we fhould confider intelligibles to be the fame with beings. For 
intelleét being in itfelf, and intellectually perceiving irfelf, is at the fame time full of intelligibles. 
And, as among fenfibles, whatever is apparently one, is in reality a multitude ; fo in intelligibles, 
intellectual conception and being, which are two things, are profoundly abforbed in unity. 

! If ail things participate of forms, but all things do not participate of intellectual conceptions, 
forms or ideas will not primarily be intellectual conceptions. For one of thefe three things mult 
happen, either that things which participate of intellectual conceptions do not participate of 
intelleCtion, or that forms are not intellectual conceptions, or that things which are deftitute of 
intelligence do not participate of forms, of which three the firft and laft are perfe€tly abfurd. For 
every thing which participates of intellectual conception, underftands intellectually, fince the word 
noéma manifetts intelligence; and things deprived of intelligence participate of forms; for in- 
animate natures participate of the equal, the leffer, and the greater, which arc forms. Ideas, 
therefore, are not intellectual conceptions, nor are they effentiallized in intelle€tions, but in 
intelligibles. We muft afcend, therefore, from things partible to the impartible reafons of 
nature, which do not intelle€tually perceive the things prior to themfelves: for nature is not 
only deprived of intelligence, but is alfo irrational and deftitute of phantafy. In the next place, 
we muft rife from thefe to the intelligibles which are proximately placed above phyfical forms, 
and are the energies of the intellective foul, according to the pofition of Socrates concerning 
them: for he fays, that they are ingenerated in the foul, and are noémata, as being intelleétions 
of the foul. But from thefe we muft afcend to true intelligibles: for thefe are able to be the 
caufes of all things which have a formal fubfiftence, but this cannot be afferted of fuch things as 
are intellectual conceptions only. 

Here, however, as Proclus well oblerves, it is worth while to enquire, why, fince all things fub- 
Gift intellectually in intellect, all fenfible natures in confequence of participating forms do not 
intellectually energize ? and why, fince all things there poflefs life,. all things that are aflimilated 
to them do not live? The anfwer is, that the progreffion of beings gradually fubfiding from the 
firft to the laft of things, obfcures the participations of wholes and all-perfeét eflences. Demiur- 
gic energy alfo pervading through all things, gives fubfiftence to all things, according to different 
meafures of effence ; and befides this, all things do not fimilarly participate of the fame form. For 
{fome things participate of it in a greater, and others in a leffer degree; and fome things are 
afimilated to form according to one power, others according to two, and others according to 
many powers. Whence alfo there are certain feries which beginning fupernally extend as far as 
to things beneath. Thus, for inftance, fays Proclus, the form of the moon is beheld firft of all in 
the Gods according to that which is characterized by the one and the good in form: for all things 
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be endued with intelletion? Or will you affert that though they are intel- 
lectual conceptions, yet they underftand nothing? But that Socrates faid, 
This is by no means rational, But, O Parmenides, the affair appears to me 
to take place, in the moft eminent degree, as follows: that thefe forms are 
eftablifoed paradigms", as it were, in nature; but that other things are affimi- 

lated 


are deified from the good, as Socrates fays in the fixth book of the Republic, through the light of 
truth. ‘This form is alfo beheld in angels, according to that which is intellectual in form; and 
in demons, according to the dianoétic energy. It is likewife beheld in animals which are no 
longer able to imitate it intelle€tually, but vitally. Hence, the Egyptian Apis, and the lunar 
filh, and many other animals, differently imitate the celeftial form of the moon. And this form 
is beheld in the laft place in ftones; fo that there is a certain ftone {ufpended from this form, and 
which fuftains augmentations and diminutions, together with the moon in the heavens, though 
it is deprived of life. It muft not, therefore, be fuppofed that all things receive all the powers 
of forms, but, together with proper fubje€tion, fome things receive a greater, and others a leffer, 
number of thefe; while that alone which is the idiom of the participated form, and according to 
which it differs from other forms, is neceffarily feen in all its participants. To which we may 
add, that the participation being different, the fubordinate idioms of forms firft defert the parti- 
cipants, and afterwards thofe that are more total than thefe; but thofe idioms which are primary, 
and are particularly allied to the one, are fimilarly apparent in all the produ€tions of form. For 
every form is one and a multitude, the multitude not giving fubfiftence to the one according to 
compofition, but the one producing the many idioms of the form. Form, therefore, uniformly is, 
and Zives, and intellectually energizes; but with refpedct to its progeny, fome participate of all 
thefe, others of more or lefs of them, and others of one idiom alone. Since alfo in forms them- 
felves, their intellectual nature is derived from the firft intelle€t, their life from imparticipable, 
or the firft life, their being from the firft being, and the one which they contain from the unity 
which is beyond beings. 

1 Socrates, fays Proclus, being led by the obftetrication of Parmenides to the intelligible effence 
of forms, thinks that here efpecially, the order and the mode of the participation of forms fhould 
be inveftigated; afferting, indeed, that forms themfelves are eftablifhed in nature, but that other 
things are generated as their refemblances. Having, therefore, thus explored the order of forms, he 
at the fame time introduces the mode of participation, and diffolves the former doubts, that he 
may not be compelled to fay that fenfibles participate either of the whole or a part of form, or 
that forms are coordinate with fenfibles. Fora paradigm is not prefent with its image, nor co- 
ordinate with it. ‘The participation, therefore, is through fimilitude; which Socrates intro- 
duces, calling forms paradigms, but their participants refemblances. And fo confident is he in 
thefe affertions, that he who before fwore that it was not eafy to define what the participation of 
forms is, now fays that the mode of participation is eminently apparent to him. But he is thus 
affected through his acutenefs, and the power of Parmenides perfecting his {pontaneous concep- 
tions concerning divine natures; by which it is alfo evident that the manner of what is faid is 
maieutic, or obftetric, and not contending for victory (xataywnormo;), For it would not other- 
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lated to thefe, and are their refemblances: and that the participation of forms 
by other things, is nothing more than an affimilation to thefe forms. If any 
thing, 


wife advance Socrates, and perpetually perfect his conceptions. For the end of obftetrication 
is the evocation of inward knowledge, but of contention, victory. If, therefore, Socrates by 
every doubt advances, and is perfected, and diftin€tly evolves his conceptions concerning primary 
forms, we mutt fay that he is rather obftetricated than vanquifhed by Parmenides. 

This being premifed, let us fee how the hypothefis of Socrates approximates to the truth, but 
does not yet poffefs the perfect. For he is right in apprehending that forms are intelleCtual and 
truly paradigms, and in defining their idiom, by afferting that they are efludlijbed; and further 
ftill, in admitting that other things are affimilated to them. For the ftable and a perpetual fame- 
nefs of fubfiftence are the idioms of eternally energizing forms. For, in the Politicus, it is faid 
that a fubfiftence according to the fame, and after the fame manner, belongs only to the moft 
divine of all things; and the Eleatean gueft, in the Sophifta, defines the being eflablifbed (to totava) 
to be nothing elfe than a fubfiftence according to the fame, and after the fame manner. If, there- 
fore, Socrates alfo fays, that forms are ¢/fabli/bed, but things eftablithed fubfift according to the 
fame and after the fame manner, and things which thus fubfft are the moft divine of all things, 
it is evident that forms will be moft divine. Hence, they will no longer be the conceptions of 
fouls, but will be exempt from every thing of this kind. Thefe things, therefore, are rightly 
aflerted; and Socrates alfo very properly admits union in forms prior to multitude. For the 
words in nature (iv tn Quee) manifeft the one enad or unity of forms. It is ufual indeed with 
Plato to give the appellation of nature to intelligibles. For Socrates, in the Philebus, fays, that 
a royal intelleét, and a royal foul, fub&ift in the nature of Jupiter; and Timzus fays, “ the naturs 
of animal itfelf being eternal,” fignifying by nature the monad of intelligible ideas. Such, there- 
fore, is that which is now called nature, viz. the one unity and comprehenfion of intelligible 
forms. And thus far, as we have faid, Socrates is right. 

However, as he only attributes a paradigmatic idiom to ideas, and does not affert that they 
alfo perfect, guard, and unite, in this refpeét he will appear to have yet imperfectly apprehended 
the theory concerning them. For every form is not only the paradigm of fenfibles, but alfo gives 
fubfiftence to them; fince if it were alone paradigmatic, another nature would be requilite, in 
order to produce and affimilate fenfibles to forms, which would thus remain fluggith and un- 
moved, without any efficacious power, and refembling impreffions in wax. Forms, thercfore, 
produce and generate their images: for it would be abfurd that the reafons in nature fhould 
poffefs a certain effective power, but that intelligible forms fhould be deprived of it. Hence, 
every divine form is not only paradigmatic, but alfo paternal, and is by its very eflence a caufe 
generative of the many. It is alfo perfective: for it leads fenlibles from the imperfect to the per- 
fect, fills up their indigence, and brings matter, which is all things in capacity, to become that 
in energy which it was in capacity, prior to its becoming fpecific. Forms, therefore, contain 
in themfelves this perfective power. But do they not alfo poffefs a guardian power? For whence 
is the order of the univerfe indiffoluble, except from forms? Whence thofe ftable reafons, and 
which preferve the one fympathy of wholes infrangible, through which the world abides for ever 
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thing, therefore, becomes fimilar ' to a form, can it be poffible that the form 
fhould not be fimilar to the affimilated, fo far as the affimilated nature is 
rendered 


perfect, without the defertion of any form, except from ftable caufes? Again, the divifible and 
diffipated nature of bodies is no otherwife compreffed and conneffed than by impartible power. 
For body is of itfelf divifible, and requires the connective power of forms. But, if union precedes 
this connection, for every thing connective muft previoufly be one and undivided, form will not 
only be generative, and poffefs a guarding and perfective power, but it wil] alfo be connective and 
unific of all fecondary natures. Socrates, therefore, fhould not only have faid that form is a para- 
digm, but fhould alfo have added, that it connec?s, guards, and perfeé?s the things alfimilated ; which 
Timæus alfo teaching us, fays, that the world was generated perfe@ and indiffoluble through the 
affimilation to all-perfect animal itfelf. 

* Socrates, as we have before obferved, was not accurate in aferting that ideas are paradigms 
alone, fince they alfo generate, perfect, and guard fenfibles; and that fenfibles are refemblances 
alone of ideas, fince they are generated and guarded by them, and thence derive all their per- 
fection and duration. This being the cafe, Parmenides, in a truly divine manner, grants that 
forms are eftablifhed as paradigms in nature; but Socrates having introduced fimilitude, and a 
participation according to fimilitude, in order to folve the firft doubts concerning the participa- 
tion of forms, Parmenides being defirous to indicate the primary and total caufe of paradigm 
and its exemption from all habitude to its refemblances, fhows, that if fenfible is fimilar to intel- 
Jigible form, it is not requifite that the habitude fhould reciprocate, and that the intelligible 
fhould be fimilar to the fenfible form, left, prior to two things fimilar to each other, we fhould 
again inveftigate fome other form, the caufe of fimilitude to both: for things fimilar to each other 
entirely participate a certain fomething which is the fame, and through this fomething fame 
which is in them they are faid to be fimilar. Hence, if it be granted that the participant and 
that which is participated are fimilar, or, in other words, the paradigm and its refemblance, there 
will be prior to thefe fomething elfe which affimilates them, and this will be the cafe ad infinitum. 
To avoid this inconvenience, Socrates fhould have faid that the fimilar is twofold, the one being 
fimilar conjoined with the fimilar, the other being as a fubject fimilar to its archetype ; and the 
one being beheld in the famenefs of a certain one ratio, but the other not only poffefling famenefs, 
but at the fame time difference, when it is fimilar in fuch a manner as to poffefs the fame form 
from, but not together with, it. And thus much may be faid logically and doubtingly. 

But if we direét our attention to the many orders of forms, we fhall find the profundity which 
they contain. For there are phyfical forms prior to fenfibles, the forms in foul prior to thefe, and 
intelle&tual forms preceding thofe in foul; but there are no longer others prior to thefe. Intel- 
le€tual forms, therefore, are paradigms alone, and are by no means fimilar to the things pofterior 
to thefe; but the forms in foul are both paradigms and images. And fo far as they are images, 
both thefe forms themfelves, and the things pofterior to them, are fimilar to each other, as de- 
riving their fubfiftence from the fame intellectual forms. This is alfo the cafe with phyfical 
forms, which are fimilar to fenfibles, fo far as both are images of the forms which are above 


them. But thofe forms which are alone paradigms, are no longer fimilar to their images: for 
things 
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rendered fimilar to the form? Or can any reafon be affigned why fimilar 
fhould not be fimilar to fimilar? There cannot. Is there not, therefore, a 
mighty neceffity that the fimilar to fimilar fhould participate of one and the 
fame form? Itisneceffary. But will not that through the participation of 
which fimilars become fimilars be form st/e/f? Entirely fo. Nothing, 
therefore, can be fimilar to a form,’ nor a form to any other. For in this 
cafe another form will always appear befides fome particular form: and if 
this again fhould become fimilar to another, another would be required; and 


a new form would never ceafe to take place, as long as any form becomes 
fimilar to its participant. You fpeak moft truly. Hence, then, other 


things do not participate of forms through fimilitude '; but it is neceffary to 


feek after fomething elfe through which they participate. So it feems. 
That 


things are fimilar through a participation of a certain famenefs ; but paradigmatic forms partici- 
pate of nothing, fince they rank as the firft of things. 

We may alfo fay, fpeaking theologically, that there is one order of forms in the mundane ine 
telleét, another in the demiurgic intelle€t, and another fubfifting between thefe, viz. in partici- 
pated but fypermundane intelle&, or, in other words, in an intelle€&t confubfiftent indeed with 
foul, but unconneéted with body, and binding the forms in the mundane intelle& with that in- 
telleé&t which is not confubfiftent with foul, and is therefore called imparticipable. To thofe, 
therefore, who begin downwards, we may fay that the intellectual forms in the world and in 
foul are fimilar to each other, fo far as all thefe are fecondary to the affimilative or fuperinundane 
intelle€ts, and are as it were fifters to each other. But tothofe who recur to imparticipable ine 
telle&, this can no longer be faid. For the affimilative order has a middle fubfiftence; and hence 
it afflimilates fenfibles which are fubordinate to it to intelle€tual forms, but not, vice verfa, intel- 
le€tuals to fenfibles. For it is not lawful that what is fecondary fhould impart any thing to that 
which is primary, nor that what is primary fhould receive any thing from what is fecondary. 
That Parmenides, therefore, might indicate to Socrates thefe paradigms, which are indeed in- 
telle€tual, but eftablithed in imparticipable intelle&t prior to aflimilative intelleéts, he fhows him 
that it is not proper that the habitude of forms to fenfibles fhould reciprocate : for this pertains te 
things fecondary to an aflimilative caufe. 

* Parmenides juftly infers that fenfibles do not participate of all forms through the fimilar ; for 
‘this is effe€ted through another more principal caufe, viz. the uniting caufe of wholes. The 
efficacious power of forms alfo, in conjunétion with the aptitude of fenfibles, muft be confidered 
as together giving completion to the fabrication of the univerfe. The aflimilative genus of forms, 
therefore, which are denominated by theologifts fupermundane, are able to connect and conjoin 
mundane caufes with their participants. This genus alfo connects according to a medium firft 
intellectual forms and their participants, imparting to fecondary natures a habitude to thefe 
forms ; but the uniting caufe of wholes, cr in other words the one, connects {upernally, and with 
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That Parmenides then faid, Do you fee, O Socrates, how great a doubt 
arifes, if any one defines forms as having an effential fubfiftence by themfelves? 
I do very much fo. Know, then, that you do not apprehend what dubious * 
confequences are produced, by placing every individual form of beings fepa- 
rate from its participants, But that Socrates faid, How do you mean? That 
Parmenides anfwered, There are many other doubts*, indeed, but this is 


the 


exempt tranfcendency, intelligible forms with fenfibles. It may alfo be truly afferted that the third 
caufe of fimilitude is the aptitude of the recipient. For, in confequence of this being in capacity 
what form is in energy, that which is generated becomes fimilar to form. So that the three 
cavfes of affimilation are the fubject matter, that which collects together the things perfecting 
and perfected, and that which fubfifls between thefe, and binds the extremes in union. What 
is afferted, therefore, is in a certain refpect true. For if we inveftigate the one moft principal 
caufe of participation, we muft not fay that it is fimilitude, but a caufe fuperior to both intellectual 
and intelligible forms. 

™ Parmenides here indicates the effence of divine forms, which is uncircumfcribed, and inca- 
pable of being narrated by our conceptions. For the difcourfe is, indeed, dubious to thofe who 
undertake to define accurately their effence, order, and power, to behold where they firft fubfift, 
and how they proceed; what the divine idioms are which they receive; how they are participated 
by the laft of things, and what the feries are to which they give fubfiftence; with fuch other 
particulars of a more theological nature as the fpeculation of them may afford. And thefe things, 
indeed, Parmenides indicates, but Socrates has nor yet touched upon the doubts concerning them. 
For Parmenides was willing, not only beginning downwards to define the order of divine forms, 
but alfo beginning from on high to behold their idiom. For he has already fpoken concerning 
phyfical forms, and fuch as are fimply intelle€tual, and concerning thofe that are properly intel- 
Je€tual. Something alfo witl be faid concerning thofe that are called intelligible and at the fame 
time intelle€tual ; and, in the laft place, concerning thofe that are alone intelligible. But how 
he fpeaks concerning thefe, fays Proclus, and that his difcourfe is under the pretext of doubting, 
is already evident to the more fagacious, and follows from what has been faid. 

2 That the difcourfe concerning ideas, fays Proclus, is full of very numerous and moft difficult 
doubts, is evident from the infinite aflertions of thofe pofterior to Plato, fome of which regard 
the fubverfion, and others the admiffion, of ideas. And thofe that admit their fubfiftence think 
differently refpe€ling their eflence; concerning the particulars of which there are ideas, the 
mode of participation, and other all-various problems with which the fpeculation of them is at- 
tended. Parmenides, however, does not attend to the multitude of doubts, nor does he defcend 
to their infinite length, but, in two of the greateft, comprehends all the fubfequent inveftigation 
concerning them; through which doubts it appears that forms are neither apprehended and 
known by us, nor have any knowledge of, nor providentially energize about, fenfibles ; though, 
through this we efpecially embrace a formal effence, that, as being ourfelves intelleClual, we may 
energize about it, and may contemplate in it the providential caufes of wholes. But, if ideas are 

not 
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the greateft: if any one fhould affert that it is not proper forms fhould be 
known, if they are fuch as we have faid they ought to be, it is impoffible to 
demonftrate 


not known by us, it is alfo vain to fay that they have any fubfiftence; for we do not even know 
that they are, if we are ignorant of their nature, and are, in fhort, incapable of apprehending 
them, and do not poflefs from our own effence that which is preparatory to the fpeculation of 
them. Such, then, are the doubts, both of which happen through the exempt effence of forms, 
which exemption we confider fo tranfcendent as to have no communication with fecondary 
natures. For that which thus fubfifts is foreign from us, and is neither known by, nor is gnoftic 
of, us. But, if the exempt nature of forms, together with tranfcendency, is alfo prefent to all 
things, our knowledge of them will be preferved, and they will poffefs a formal knowledge of 
fecondary natures. For if they are every where prefent to all things, we may then be able to 
meet with them, by only making ourfelves adapted to the reception of them. And if they adorn 
all things, they comprehend intellectually the caule of the things adorned. It is neceffary, there- 
fore, that thofe who wifh to guard thefe dogmas, fhould confider forms as unfhaken and exempt, 
and pervading through: all things. And here alfo we may fee how this accords with the unre- 
{trained nature of forms: for neither does that which is demiurgic in them poffefs any habitude 
to things fecondary, nor is their unreftrained and exempt nature fuch as to be incommunicable 
with, and foreign from, fenfibles. 

But here the divine conception of Plato is truly admirable, which previoufly fubverts through 
thefe doubts all the confufed and atheiftical fufpicion concerning divine forms; imitating in this 
refpect intelleét itfelf, which, prior to the thadowy fubfiftence of evils, gave fubfiftence to fub- 
vertive powers. That it is not proper, therefore, to make that which is generative in forms pof- 
feling any habitude to that which is generated, or that which is paradigmatic to confift in verging 
to that which is governed, Parmenides has fufficiently fhown in what has been already delivered. 
For all habitude requires another collective and conneéting caufe, fo that, prior to forms, there 
will be another form conjoining both through fimilitude ; fince habitude is of the fimilar, with re- 
lation to the fimilar. But that the exempt nature of forms is not fluggifh and without providen- 
tial energy, and is not foreign from things fecondary, Parmenides indicates through thefe doubts. 
For, perhaps, fome one, alone looking to the unreftrained nature of forms, may fay that they 
neither know their participants, nor are known by us. Hence, he leads Socrates to an animad- 
verfion of the mode of the exempt power of divine forms. And how, indeed, he collects that 
fenfibles are not known by them, will be afterwards manifeft to us; but he wies, firft of all, to 
evince that we are not able to know them, affuming, for this purpofe, in a manner perfedtly 
divine, that the fcience which we poffefs pertains to human objects of fcientihc knowledge, but 
that divine fcience belongs to fuch as are divine. And this, indeed, appears to deprive us of the 
knowledge of divine natures. It is, however, true in a certain refpect, and not according to one 
moce, but after one manner when philofophically, and after another when theologically, confi- 
dered. For let the {cience which is with us pertain to our objets of {cientiiic knowledge; but 
what prevents fuch objects from being images of divine natures? And why may we not know 
civine natures through them, in the fame manner as the Pythagoreans, perceiving the images of 

K2 the 
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demonftrate that he who afferts this is deceived, unlefs he who doubts is 
ikilled in a multitude of particulars, and is naturally of a good difpofition. 
But 


the divine orders in numbers and figures, and being converfant with thefe, endeavoured to obtain 
from them as from certain types, a knowledge of things divine. Why, alfo, is it wonderful that 
the fcience which is with us fhould be fo called with relation to that which is with us the object 
of {cientific knowledge, and fhould be conjoined with this? For it is coordinate to that with 
refpect to which it is denominated. It may alfo, not as coordinate knowledge, but as that 
which is of an inferior order, be admitted to intelligibles themfelves. For coordinate knowledges 
of all things are of one kind, and thofe which are arranged according to a different order of 
things known, of another, and which either apprehend the nature of things fubordinate in a 
more excellent manner, as opinion the nature of fenfibles, or which apprehend things more 
excellent fecondarily and fubordinately, as opinion that which is the objeét of fcience. He, 
therefore, who poffeffes {cientific knowledge, and he who opines rightly, know the fame thing, 
but the one in a more excellent, and the other in a fubordinate manner. Hence there is no 
abfurdity that fcience fhould be denominated not with relation to the objeét of fcience among 
intelligibles, but with relation to that with which it is conjoined, and that it fhould apprehend 
the former not as coordinate, but in a fecondary degree. Agreeably to this, Plato in his feventh 
Epiftle fays that the intelligible form is not known through fcience but through intelligence, or 
the direct and immediate vifion of intellect. For {cientific knowledge is of a more compofite 
nature with refpeé to intellectual intuition ; but intellect is properly the fpeCtator of ideas: for 
thefe are naturally intelletual, and we every where know the fimilar by the fimilar ; intelligibles 
indeed by intelle&, the objets of opinion by opinion, and things fcientific by {cience. It is by 
no means wonderful, therefore, that there fhould be no fcience of forms, and yet that another 
knowledge of them fhould remain, fuch as that which we denominate intelligence. 

But if you are willing, fays Froclus, to fpeak after another more theological mode, you may 
fay that afcending as far as to intellectual forms, Parmenides fhows that the forms which are 
beyond thefe, and which poffefs an exempt tranfcendency, fuch as are the intelligible, and the 
intelligible and at the fame time intellectual forms, are better than our knowledge. Hence by 
afferting that fouls when perfe€tly purified, and conjoined with the attendants on the twelve 
fuperceleftial Gods, then merge themfelves in the contemplation of thefe forms, you will perhaps 
not wander from the divinely-infpired conception of Plato. For as there are three orders of 
forms prior to the affimilative order as is evident from the fecond hypothefis of the Parmenides, 
viz. the intellectual, the intelligible and at the fame time intelleétual, and the intelligible ; in- 
tellectual forms indeed are proximate to fecondary natures, and through the feparation which 
they contain are more known to us, but intelligible and at the fame time intellectual forms are 
not to be apprehended by that partial knowledge by which we perceive things coordinate with 
our nature; and hence thefe forms are characterized by the unknown, through their exempt 
tran{cendency. 

Let us now confider, fays Proclus, the words of Plato, becaufe through thefe he indicates who 
is a fit hearer of thefe things, and who is adapted to be a teacher of them. For it is requifite 

that 
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But he fhould be willing to purfue Aim clofely who endeavours to fupport 


his opinion by a multitude of far-fetched arguments: though, after all, he 
who 


that the hearer fhould poffefs a naturally goed difpcfition, and this in a remarkable degree, that he 
may be by nature a philofopher, may be aftonifhed about an incorporeal effence, and prior to 
things vifible may always purfue fomething elfe and reafon concerning it, and may not be fatished 
with things prefent; and in fhort he muft be fuch a one as Socrates in the Republic defcribes 
him to be, who naturally loves the f{peculation of wholes. In the next place, he muft be fkilled 
in a multitude of particulars, not indeed in a multitude of human affairs, for thefe are trifling, and 
contribute nothing to a divine life, but in logical, phyfical, and mathematical theorems. For fuch 
things as our dianoétic power is unable to furvey in the Gods, we may behold in thefe as in 
images; and beholding we are induced to believe the affertions of theologifts concerning divine 
natures. Thus if he wonders how multitude is contained in she one, and all things in the impar- 
tible, he will perceive that the even and the odd, the circle and the fphere and other forms of 
numbers are contained in the monad. If he wonders how a divine nature makes by its very 
effence, he will perceive in natural objects that fire effentially imparts heat, and fnow coldnefs. 
And if he wonders how caufes are every where prefent with their effects, he will behold the 
images of this in logic. For genera are every where predicated of the things of which fpecies 
are predicated, and the latter indeed with the former, but the former without the latter. And 
thus in every thing, he who is unable to look dire€tly to a divine nature, may furvey it through 
thefe as images. It is requifite, therefore, in the firft place, that he fhould poffefs a naturally 
good difpofition, which is allied to true beings, and is capable of becoming winged, and which as 
it were from other perfuafions vindicates to itfelf the conceptions concerning permanent being. 
For as in every ftudy we require a certain preparation, in like manner in order to obtain that 
knowledge which genuinely leads to being, we require a preceding purified aptitude. In the 
next place, fkill, as we have faid, in many and all-various theorems is requifite, through which he 
will be led back to the apprehenfion of thefe things; and, in the third place, alacrity, and an 
extenfion of the powers of the foul about the contemplation of true beings; fo that from his 
leader alone indicating, he may be able to follow his indications. 

Three things, therefore, are requifite to the contemplation of an incorporeal nature, a naturally 
good difpofition, fkill, and alacrity. And through a naturally good difpofition indeed, faith in a 
divine nature will be fpontaneoufly produced ; but through {kill the truth of paradoxical theorems 
will be firmly poffefled; and through alacrity the amatory tendency of the foul to the contem- 
plation of true being will be excited. 

But the leader, fays Proclus, of thefe fpeculations, will not be willing through a long dif- 
courfe to unfold divine truth, but to indicate it with brevity, framing his language Gmilar to his 
intel!eGtions ;_ nor will he accomplifh this from things known and at hand, but fupernally, from 
principles moft profoundly one. Nor again, will he fo difcourfe as that he may appear to fpeak 
clearly, but he will be fatisfied with indications. For it is requifite that myflical concerns fhould 
be myftically delivered, and that occult conceptions refpeCting divine natures, fhould not be 


rendered popular. Such then is the hearer and fuch the leader of thefe difcourfes. And in 
Parmenides 


~ 
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who contends that forms cannot be known will remain unperfuaded. 
That Socrates faid, In what refpeét', O Parmenides? Becaufe, O Socrates, 


I think 


Parmenides you have a perfect leader of this kind; and hence if we attend to the mode of his 
difcourfe we fhall find that he teaches many things through a few words, that he derives what 
he fays fupernally, and that he alone indicates concerning divine natures. But in Socrates you 
have a hearer of a naturally good difpofition indeed, and amatory, but not yet perfeélly {killed ; 
whence alfo Parmenides exhorts him co exercife himfelf in diale€tic, that he may obtain fkill in the 
theorems, receiving indeed his naturally good difpofition and his impulfe, but fupplying what is 
deficient. He alfo informs us that the end of this triple power is the being freed from deception 
in reafonings concerning divine natures: for he who is deficient in any one of thefe three, muft 
be compelled to affent to many things that are falfe. I only add that inftead of xai un aguns, as 
in Thompfon’s edition of this dialogue, it appears from the commentary of Proclus that we 

fhould here read x2: pev evpuns, as in our tranflation. 
™ The difcourfe here proceeds to other doubts, one of which takes away from our foul the 
knowledge of true beings, but the other deprives divine natures of the knowledge of fenfibles; 
through both which our progreflions from and converfion to divine natures, are deftroyed. 
Things fecond and firft alfo appear to be divulfed from each other, fecond being deprived of firft, 
and firit being unprolific of fecond natures. The truth however is, that every thing is in all 
things in an appropriate manner; the middle and laft genera of wholes fubfifting caufally in 
things firt, whence alfo they are truly known by them, as they alfo fubfilt in them ; but things firft 
fubfifting according to participation in fuch as are middle; and both thefe in fuch things as are 
laft. Hence fouls alfo know all things in a manner accommodated to each; through images indeed 
things prior to them; but according to caufe things pofterior to them ; and in a connate and coe 
ordinate manner, the reafons or produétive principles which they themfelves contain. T hefe 
doubts, therefore, are extended after the two prior to thefe concerning the order of ideas, becaufe 
Socrates and every one who admits that there are ideas muft be led to this hypothefis, through a 
caufal and fcientific knowledge of every thing in the world. Hence thofe who deny that there 
are ideas, deny alfo the providential animadverfion of intelligibles. Parmenides, therefore, pro- 
pofes at prefent to flow that by admitting ideas to be alone exempt from things it muft alfo 
be neceffarily admitted that they are unknown, as there wiil no longer be any communion between 
us and them, nor any knowledge, whether they fubfift or not, whether they are participated, and 
how, and what order they are allotted, if they are alone exempt, and are not together with un- 
reftrained energy, the caufes of fecondary natures. But to the fpeculation of this the difcourfe 
pre-aflumes certain axioms and common conceptions; and, in the firft place, that ideas are not 
entirely exempt, and do not fubit by themfelves without any communion with things fubordi- 
nate. For how can this be poble, fince both we and all other things are fufpended from them ? 
For the place in which they fubfift is intelle€&t, not that it is the place as if they required a feat, 
in the fame manner as accidents require eflence for their fupport, or as material forms require 
matter. Intelleét indeed, does not comprehend them, as if they were its parts heaped together 
by compofition, but in the fame manner as the centre comprehends in itfelf the many termina- 
tions 
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I think that both you and any other, who eftablifhes the effence of each form 
as fubfifting by itfelf, muft allow, in the firft place, that no one of thefe 
fubfifts 


tions of the lines which proceed from it, and as fcience, the many theorems of which it is the 
fource; not being compofed from the many, but fubfifting prior to the many, and all being con- 
tained in each. For thus intelle&t is many, containing multitude impartibly in the unity of its 
nature; becaufe it is not rhe one which fubfifts prior to all multitude, but is collectively one 
multitude, its multitude being profoundly united through the dominion of unity in its nature. In 
this manner, therefore, is intellect the place of ideas. Hence, if foul is not the fame with in- 
telle&t, thofe ideas will not be in us of which intelle& is the place. Hence, alfo, it is evident 
that the difcourfe in this dialogue about ideas becomes perpetually more perfect, afcending to 
certain more-united hypoftafes of thefe luminous beings. For the difcourfe no longer fuppofes 
them to be corporeal or phyfical, or conceptions of the foul, but prior to all thefe. For they are 
not in us, fays Parmenides; nor are they coordinate with our conceptions. 

You may fay, then, philofophically with Proclus, that they are exempt from, and are not in 
us; and that they are prefent every where, and are participated by us, without being ingene- 
rated in their participants. For they being in themfelves, are proximate to all things for partici- 
pation that are capable of receiving them. Hence, we participate them through the things 
which we poffefs, and this is not only the cafe with us, but alfo with more excellent natures, who 
poffefs in themfelves eflential images of ideas, and introducing thefe as veftiges of paradigms to 
ideas, they know the latter through the former. For he who underftands the effence of thefe, 
knows alfo that they are images of other things, but knowing this, it is alfo neceflary that by in- 
telle€tions he fhould come into conta with the paradigms. But you may fay, theologically, that 
the forms which are exempt from thofe that are intellectual, are perfectly eftablifhed above our 
order. Hence, of intelle€tual forms, we perceive both in ourfelves, and in fenfibles, images; but 
the effence of intelligibles, through its profound union, is perfeQly exempt both from us and all 
other things, being of itfelf unknown. For it fills Gods and intellects with itfelf ; but we muft 
be fatisfied with participating intellectual forms in a manner adapted to the foul. Plato alfo 
manifefts thefe things when he makes our life to be twofold, political and theoretical, and affigns 
us a twofold felicity; elevating the former life to the patronymic government of Jupiter, and the 
latter to the Saturnian order and a pure intelleét.,, For from hence it is evident that he re-elevates 
the whole of our life, as far as to the intelle@tual kings: for Saturn fubfifts at the fummit, and 
Jupiter at the extremity, of the intelleétualorder. But fuch things as are beyond thefe, he fays 
in the Phedrus, are the f{pectacles of fouls divinely infpired and initiated in them as in the moft 
bleffed of all myfteries. So that thus the propofed axiom will be true, when confidered as pertain- 
ing toa certain formal order. And thus much for the things. 

With refpeét to the diction, fays Proclus, the words an àn ù Mapuendn; “ In what repe?, O Par- 
menides ?” are the interrogation of Socrates, vehemently wondering if intellectual form is un- 
known, and not yet perceiving the tranfition, and that Parmenides proceeds through the whole 
extent of forms till he ends in the firft ideas. But the words aws yap av autn xab’ avtny ets Em5 


For how could it any longer fubfift itfelf by itfelf ?” are afferted according to common conceptions. 
9 For 
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fubfifts in us. For (that Socrates faid) how if it did, could it any longer 
fubfitt itfelf by itfelf? That Parmenides replied, You fpeak well. But will 
you not admit that fuch ideas as are, with relation ! to each other, fuch as 


they 


For every thing exempt is of itfelf, and is itfelf by itfelf, neither fubfifting in any other, nor in 
us. Hence, through thefe three terms, itfelf, by it/elf, and effence, Parmenides unfolds the whole 
truth concerning thefe forms. For the firft of thefe indicates their /implicity, the fecond, their 
feparate tranfeendency, and the third their perfection eftablifbed in effence alone. In the next place, the 
words xaros agyets, “ You /peak well,” are not delivered ironically, and as if Parmenides was from 
them beginning a confutation, but as receiving the fpontaneous intuition of Socrates, and his 
conception about divine natures. For the affumed axiom is true, Timzus alfo afferting that true 
being neither receives any thing into itfelf, as matter does form, nor proceeds into any other 
place, as form does into matter. It remains, therefore, feparately in itfelf, and being partici- 
pated, does not become any thing belonging to its participants, but, fubfifting prior to them, im- 
parts to thefe as much as they are able to receive; neither being in us, for we participate, not 
receiving idea itfelf, but fomething elfe proceeding from it ; nor being generated in us, for it is 
entirely void of generation. 

: This is the fecond axiom, fays Proclus, contributing to the {peculation of the propofed object 
of inquiry. For the former axiom was, that forms are by no means in us, but in themfelves; 
but this fecond axiom is, that fenfibles when denominated as relatives, are fo denominated with 
relation to each other; and that intelligibles are denominated with relation to each other, and not 
with relation to fenfibles; and that fenfibles are not denominated with relation to intelligibles. 
For, by thofe who are accuftomed to confider thefe things more logically, it is well faid, that uni- 
verfals ought to be referred as relatives to univerfals, but particulars to particulars; {cience fimply 
confidered to that which is fimply the objeé of fcience, but a particular fcience to a particular 
object of fcience ; things indefinite to the indefinite; fuch as are definite to the definite; fuch 
as are in capacity to things in capacity; and fuch as are in energy to things in energy. And of 
thefe things the Jogical and phyfical treatifes of the antients are full. If, therefore, in things 
univerfal, and things particular, alternations cannot be admitted in comparing the one with the 
other, by a much greater reafon it cannot take place in ideas and the images of ideas; but we 
muft refer fenfibles to fenfibles, and intelligibles to intelligibles. Thefe things, then, are perfectly 
true, if we confider each fo far as it is that which it is, and not fo far as it makes fomething, or 
is generated fomething. For in this cafe, fenfibles have the relation of things generated to in- 
telligibles, but intelligibles, that of producing caufes to fenfibles; and as images, fenfibles are 
related to intelligibles, but ideas, as paradigms, are related to fenfibles. 

If, therefore, we aflume dominion itfelf, it muft be referred to fervitude itfelf; but if we con- 
fider it as a paradigm, it muft be referred to that which is fimilar to dominion itfelf; though we 
are accuftomed, indeed, to call the Gods our lords, fo that dominion there will be denominated 
with reference to fervitude with us. This, however, is true, becaufe we participate of fervitude 
itfelf, to which dominion itfelf has a precedaneous reference. And here you may fee how domi- 


-nion among ideas, or inthe intelligible world, evinces that more excellent natures are our lords, 
becaufe 
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they are, poffefs alfo their effence with refpect to themfelves, and not with 
reference to things fubfifting among us, whether they are refemblances, or 
in whatever manner you may eftablifh fuch things ; each of which, while 
we participate, we diftinguifh by fome peculiar appellation? But that the 
things fubfifting among us, and which are fynonymous to thefe, fubfift alfo 
with reference to each other, and not with relation to forms ; and belong to 
themfelves, but not to thofe which receive with them a common appellation. 
That then Socrates faid, How do you mean? As if, Parmenides anfwered, 


becaufe we participate of fervitude itfelf. But that which is called dominion with us, with refe- 
rence to fervitude among us, is no longer alfo denominated with reference to fervitude among 
ideas, becaufe the being of fervitude which is there does not fubfift from that which is with us, 
but the very contrary takes place. For things which govern more excellent natures muft alfo 
neceflarily govern fuch as are fubordinate, but not vice verfa. 

But from all thefe doubts we learn what idea truly fo called is. From the firft doubt we affume 
that it is incorporeal; for if it were a body, neither the whole, nor a part of it could be partici- 
pated. But from the fecond doubt we affume that it is not coordinate with its participants; for 
if it were coordinate, it would poffefs fomething common, and on this account we muft conceive 
another idea prior to it. From the third doubt we learn, that it is not a conception of effence, but 
effence and being; for otherwife all its participants would participate of knowledge. From the 
fourth, we colleé that it is a paradigm alone, and not an image alfo, as the reafon or productive 
principle in foul, left being fimilar to that which proceeds from it, it fhould introduce another 
idea prior to itfelf. From the fifth, we learn that intelligible idea is not dire€tly known to us, but 
from the images of it. For fcience in us is not coordinate with it. And from the fixth we infer 
that it underftands things which are fecondary to it, and that it knows them by being itfelf their 
caufe. Idea, therefore, truly fo called, is an incorporeal caufe, exempt from its participants, is an 
immovable effence, is a paradigm only and truly, and is intelligible to fouls from images, but has 
a caufal knowledge of things which fubfift according to it. So that from all the doubts we derive 
one definition of idea truly fo called. Hence, thofe that oppofe the doétrine of ideas, fhould oppofe 
this definition, and not affuming corporeal imaginations of them, or confidering them as co- 
arranged with fenfibles, or as uneffential, or as coordinate with our knowledge, fophittically dif- 
courfe concerning them. Let it alfo be obferved that Parmenides fays that idcas are Gods, and that 
they have their fubfiftence in deity; in the fame manner as the Chaldean oracle alfo calls them 
the conceptions of the father: for whatever fubfifts in deity is a God. Laftly, we muft be care- 
ful to remember that when we fpeak of relation as fubfifting among ideas, we muft remove from 
them mere, uneffential habitudes: for nothing of this kind is adapted to the Gods. But we muft 
affume famenefs for habitude; and even prior to this famenefs, the hyparxis of each in itfelf: for 
each is of itfelf firft, and is both united to itfelf and to other things. Communion, therefore, 
according to participations characterizes the power of things which are faid to be relatives in the 
intelligible world. 
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{fome one of us fhould be the mafter’ or fervant of any one; he who is 
mafter is not the ma/ter of fervant, nor is he who is fervant, /ervant of 


matter ; 


* How relatives are to be underftood, fays Proclus, among forms, is I think evident from what 
has been already faid. You will, however, find dominion and fervitude peculiarly fubfifting there. 
For what elfe pertains to defpots, than to have abfolute dominion over flaves, and to arrange 
every thing pertaining to them with a view to their own good? And what elfe is the province 
of flaves, than to be governed by others, and to minifter to the will of their maters? Muft not 
thefe, therefore, by a much greater priority, be found among forms which are arranged one under 
the other, and among which fome are more powerful, and ufe thofe of a fubordinate nature, but 
others are fubfervient, and cooperate with the powers of the higher orders of forms ? Dominion, 
therefore, is an employing power (xpnztun wapus), and fervitude a miniftrant power. And both 
thefe fubâft effentially among forms, and not cafually, as in their images: for dominion and fer- 
vitude among fenfibles, are the the laft echoes, as it were, of dominion and fervitude in the in- 
telligible world. 

But if you are willing not only to furvey thefe two in forms philofophically, but alfo theolo- 
gically, in the divine orders themfelves, dire& your intelle€tual eye to thofe intellectual and at 
the fame time intelligible Gods, and to the forms which are fufpended from them; and you will 
fee how both thefe are adapted to that order of forms. For having primarily a middle fubfiftence, 
they rule over all fecondary natures, but are fufpended from the forms which are prior to them, 
and which are alone intelligible, energize with reference to their good, and are from them that 
which they are. For being firft unfolded into light from them, they are governed by, and abide 
in, them 3 but they fupesnally rule over the effences and powers pofterior to themfelves. Ilence, 
alfo, in the fecondary orders, the more total govern the more partial, the more monadic, the 
more multiplied, and the exempt, the coordinated. Thus, for inftance, in the demiurgic genera, 
Jupiter in Homer at one time iffues his mandates to Minerva, at another time to Apollo, at an- 
other to Hermes, and at another to Iris; all of whom a& in fubfervience to the will of their 
father, imparting their providential energies according to the demiurgic boundary. The angelic 
tribe, alfo, and all the better genera, are faid to act as fervants to the Gods, and to minifter to 
their powers. 

But, that dominicn and fervitude have an effential, and not a cafual fubfiftence only, we may. 
learn from the Phedo: for it is there faid, that nature commanded the body to act the part of a 
fave, but the foul that cf a mafter. If, therefore, thefe have a natural fubfiftence in the foul 
and body, it is nothing wonderful that we fhould refer dominion itfelf, and fervitude itfelf, to 
divine forms, theologifts employing thefe names as indications of the ruling and miniftrant powers 
in the Gods ; juft as the paternal and maternal there fubfift in one refpect according to a divine 
idiom, and in another according to a formal caufe, mere habitude having no fubfiftence in thefe, 
but prolific power, and an effence adapted to the Gods. 

It muft, however, here be carefully obferved, that when the Gods are faid to rule over us alfo 
with abfolute dominion, as when in the Phzdo Socrates calls the Gods our mafters, and us the 
poflefficns of the Gods, the mode of dominion is tranfcendently exempt. For in the divine as 

the. 
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matter; but he fuftains both thefe relations, as being a man; while, in the 
mean time, dominion itfelf is that which it is from its relation to fervitude ; 
and fervitude, in a fimilar manner, is fervitude with reference to dominion. 
But the ideas with which we are converfant poflefs no power over the ideas 
which fubfift by themfelves, nor have ¢hey any authority over us: but I affert 
that they fubfift from themfelves, and with relation to themfelves; and ours, 
in a fimilar manner, with relation to themfelves. Do you underftand what 
I fay? That Socrates replied, Entirely fo. That Parmenides then faid, Is 
not {cience * itfclf, fo far as it is fuch, the fcience of truth? itfelf? Per- 


fectly 


the more total rule over the more partial coordinately, and we approach to the Gods, as our mafters, 
through the fervitude which is there as a medium. Hence, as all the feries of fervitude itfelfis under 
that of dominion itfelf, the Gods alfo govern according to their abfolute power. And not only do 
the more total rule over the more partial Gods, but alfo over men, participating according,to com- 
prehenfion of fervitude itfelf, which makes fubordinate {ubfervient o more excellent natures. 

* Socrates, in the Phadrus, celebrates divine {cience, elevating fouls of.a total characteriftic, 
or which fubfift as wholes to the intelle€tual and intelligible orders, and afierting that they there 
furvey juftice itfelf, temperance itfelf, and {cience itfelf, in confequence of being conjoined with 
the middle order of thefe Gods. He alfo afferts that truth is there, proceeding from intelligibles, 
and illuminating all the middle genera of Gods with. intelligible light ; and he conjoins that fc ence 
-with that truth. If, therefore, in difcourfing concerning the formal orders, he fays that fcience 
itfelf is of truth itfelf, it is not wonderful. For there fcience and truth, and all the forms in the 
middle genera of Gods, participate of fcience itfelf, and truth ivfelf, which caufe every thing 
there to be intelletual: for fcience itfelf is the eternal and uniform intelligence of eternal na 
tures. For the light of truth being intelligible, imparts to thefe forms intelligible power. But 
fince there are many orders of thefe middle forms ; for fome of them are, as theologifls fay, the 
higheft, uniform, and intelligible; others conneét and bind together wholes ; and others are per- 
fective and convertive; hence, after the one and the firft {cience, Parmenides mentions many 
fciences. For they proceed fupernally through all the genera in conjunction with the light of 
truth. For truth is the one in every order, and the intelligible, with which alfo intelligence is 
conjoined, As, therefore, total intelligence is of the total intelligible, fo the many intelligences 
are united to the many intelligibles. Thefe middle forms, therefore, which poffefs intelligences 
-united with their intelligibles, are perfe&ly exempt from our knowledge; or, in other words, 
they cannot be direQily and without a medium apprehended even by the higheft of our powers. 
Intellectual forms, indeed, are exempt from us; but fince we proximately fubfift from them, they 


are 


4 Inftead of tng ò soriy aanbeia, autng æv entivng em emigtnun, as in Thompfon’s edition of this dia- 
logue, it appears from the MS. commentary of Proclus that we fhould read mn; aanduas avtng av 
sxtims x. Te a. Indeed the fenfe of the text requires this emendation. 
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fectly fo. But will each of the fciences which is, be the fcience of each of 
the things which are? Certainly it will. But will not our fcience ! be con. 
verfant 


are in a certain refpeét in us, and we poffefs a knowledge of them, and through thefe, of the 
unknown tranfcendency of more divine forms. 

We ought not however, fays Proclus, to fay, with fome of the friends of Plato, that divine 
{cience does not know itfelf, but from itfelf imparts felf-knowledge to other things. For every 
divine nature primarily directs its energy to itfelf, and begins its idiom from itfelf. Thus the 
caufe of life fills itfeif with life, and the fource of perfection produces itfelf perfect. Hence, that 
which imparts knowledge to other things, poffeffes itfelf prior to other things the knowledge of 
beings; fince alfo the fcience which is with us being an image of fcience itfelf, knows other 
things, and prior to other things, itfelf. Or what is that which informs us what this very 
thing fcience is? And muft not relatives belong to the fame power? Knowing, therefore, the 
objects of fcience, it alfo knows itfelf, being the fcience of thofe objeéts. As the knowledge, 
however, of divine fcience is fimple and uniform, fo the objet of its knowledge is fingle and 
comprehenfive of all other objects of fcientific knowledge. Science itfelf, therefore, is the caufe 
of {cientific knowledge to other things, and by a much greater priority, to itfelf. For it is an 
effence effentialized in the knowledge of itfelf and of being. Tor fcience there is not a habit, nor 
a quality, but a felf-perfect hyparxis fubfifting from, and eftablifhed in, itfelf; and by knowing 
itfelf, knowing that which is primarily the objet of fcientific knowledge, or that which is fimply 
being. For it is conjoined with this, in the fame manner as that which is intellect fimply, to that 
which is fimply intelligible, and as that which is fimply fenfe, to that which is fimply fenfible. 
But the many fciences after fcience itfelf are certain progreffions of the one fcience conjoined 
with the multitude of beings, which the being of that one fcience comprehends. For being is 
many, and in like manner fcience. And that which is moft characterized by unity in fcience 
itfelf, is united to the one of being, which alfo it knows; but the multitude in {cience itfelf 
knows the multitude of beings which being itfelf comprehends. 

* We alfo participate in a certain refpeét of truth, but not of that of which thofe divine forms 
alluded to in the preceding text participate, but of that which was imparted to our order by the 
artificer of the univerfe; and the fcience which is with us is the {cience of this truth. There 
are, however, knowledges more partial than this, fome evolving one, and others a different object 
of knowledge. Some of thefe, alfo, are converfant with generation, and the variety it contains ; 
others inveftigate the whole of nature; and others contemplate fupernatural beings. Some, 
again, employ the fenfes, and together with thefe, give completion to their work ; others require 
the figured intellection of the phantafy ; others acquiefce in doxaflic reafons; others convert pure 
reafon itfelf to itfelf; and others extend our reafon to intelleét. As there is then fuch a difference 
in the fciences, it is evident that fome form a judgment of thefe, and others of different, objects 
of fcience, and things which contribute to our reminifcence of being. Thus, for inflance, ge- 
ometry fpeculates the reafon of figure in us, but arithmetic unfolds, by its demonftrations, the 
one form of numbers ; and each of the other fciences which have a partial fubliftence fpeculates 


fome other particular of the things with which we are converfant. We muft not, therefore, 
pervert 
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verfant with the truth which fubfifts among us? And will not each of our 
{ciences be the fcience of that being which happens to refide with us? It 
is neceflary that it fhould be fo. But you have granted that we do not 
poffefs forms ', and that they are not things with which we are conver- 
fant? Certainly not. Is each genus* of beings known to be what it is, 

through 


pervert the name of fcience by introducing arts into the midft, and the ideas of thefe, to which 
the ufes of a mortal life gave a being; for they are nothing more than adumbrations of true 
fcience. As, therefore, we fay that there are ideas of things which contribute to the perfection 
of effence, but not of things proceeding from thefe, and alone fubfifting accidentally in others, in 
like manner the arts being the images of the fciences have here their generation. But the 
fciences themfelves are derived from the fciences which prefubfift among ideas; and through the 
former we are enabled to afcend to the latter, and become affimilated to intellect. However, 
as there it is neceffary that there fhould be one fcience prior to the many, being the fcience of 
that which is truth itfelf, juft as the many {ciences have many truths for their objects (for the 
peculiar fcientific object of every fcience is a certain truth) in like manner with refpeét to the 
fciences with us which are many, it is neceflary to underftand the one and whole form of fcience, 
which neither receives its completion from the many, nor is coordinated with them, but pre- 
fubfifts itfelf by itfelf. But the many fciences diftribute the one power of fcience, a different 
fcience being arranged under a different object of knowledge, and all of them being referred to 
and receiving their principles from the one and entire form of fcience. The fcience, therefore, 
which is with us is very different from that which is divine; but through the former we afcend 
to the latter. 

* Here Parmenides, fays Proclus, beginning from the preceding axioms colleéts the thing 
propofed as follows: Exempt forms fubfift by themfelves; things which fubfift by themfelves and 
of themfelves are not in us; things which are not in us, are not coordinate with our fcience, and 
are unknown by it. Exempt forms, therefore, are unknown by our fcience. All forms indeed, 
are only to be feen by a divine intelleét, but this is efpecially the cafe with fuch as are beyond 
the intellectual Gods. For neither fenfe nor doxaftic knowledge, nor pure reafon, nor our 
intelletual knowlege, is able to conjoin the foul with thofe forms; but this can alone be effe&ted 
through an illumination from the intelletual Gods, as fome one fpeaking divinely fays. The 
nature, therefore, of thofe forms is unknown to us, as being better than our intellection, and the 
divifible intuitive perceptions of our foul. Hence Socrates in the Phedrus, as we have before 
obferved, afhimilates the furvey of them to the myfleries, and calls the fpectacles of them entire, 
tranquil, fimple and happy vifions. Of intelle€tual forms, therefore, the demiprgus and father 
of fouls has implanted in us the knowledge; but of the forms above intellect, fuch as thofe 
belonging to the intelligible and at the fame time intelletual orders, the knowledge is exempt 
from our immediate vifion, is fpontaneous, and alone known to fouls energizing from a divine 
affatus. So that what Parmenides now infers, and alfo that we do not participate of fcience 
itfelf, follow from the conceptions concerning this order of divine forms. 

a The genera of being are not to be confidered in this place, either as things appearing in the 
many, and which are the fubject of logical predications, or as univerfals collected from the many, 
and which are called by the moderns abftra&t ideas ; for thefe are pofterior to beings. But the Se 
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through the form itfelf of f{cience? Undoubtedly. But this form we do 
not poffefs? By no means, No form, therefore, is known by us, as we do 
not participate of {cience itfelf? It does not appear it can. The beautiful € 
itfelf, therefore, and the good itfelf, and all fuch things which we have con- 
fidered as being ideas, are unknown to us? So it feems. But furvey this, 
which is yet ftill more dire, What? You will fay, perhaps, that if there 


“48 


of being here fignify fuch things as poffefs a generative power, more total than, and preceding 
according to caufe, the progeny in more partial forms. For as the genera of forms in fenfibles, - 
either appear in the many, or are predicated of the many; in like manner genera in intelligibles 
are more principal, perfect and comprehenfive than other forms; furpafling the things com- 
ptehended in fimplicity and prolific power. Thefe genera we muft fay are known by the form 
of fcience itfelf, as beginning fupernally, and comprehending according to one uniform know- 
ledge, things multiplied, unitedly, and things partial, totally. This alfo the fcience which is with 
us wifhes to effect: for it always contemplates the progreflions of things from their caufes. 

t The beautiful, and alfo the good confidered as a form and not as fupereffential proceed fuper- 
nally from the fummit of intelligibles to all the fecond genera of Gods. The middle orders of 
forms, therefore, receive the progreffions of thefe in a becoming manner; according to the good 
Lecoming full of their own perfection, and of the fufficient, and the unindigent ; but according 
to the beautiful becoming lovely to fecondary natures, leading back things which have proceeded, 
and binding together divided caufes. For aconverfion to the beautiful collects together and unites 
all things, and fixes them as in one center. Thefe two forms, therefore, the good and the beautiful 
fubfift occultly and uniformly in firft natures, but are changed in the different orders of things in 
a manner coordinate to each. So that it is not wonderful if there is certain beauty known 
only to fenfe, another known. to opinion, another beheld through the dianoétic power, another by 
intelligence in conjunction with reafon, another by pure intelligence, and laftly another which is 
unknown, fubfifting by itfelf perfectly exempt, and capable of being feen by its own light alone. 

2 The preceding arguments have led us as far as to the intelligible and at the fame time 
intellectual order of forms: for being falfe and of a doubting idiom, they alone unfold the truth in 
intelleual forms. But what is now faid, fays Proclus, leads us to thofe forms which prefubfift 
in the intelligible, proceeding indeed in the form of doubt as about intelle€tual forms, but in 
reality fignifying the idiom of the firft forms. The difcourfe, therefore, fhows tliat forms 
neither know ner govern fenfibles ; falfely, indeed, in demiurgic ideas, for fenfibles fubfift 
from thefe, and thefe rule over their all-various diftribution into individual forms; fo that 
they previoufly comprehend the providence and government of fenfibles: but the difcourfe 
is moft true in the firft ideas, which are in the higheft degree characterized by ‘unity, and 
are truly intelligible. For thefe firft fhine forth from being in intelligible intelle€t, uni- 
formly, unitedly, and totally. For they contain the paternal caufes of the moft common and 
comprehenfive genera, and are fuperior to a diftributed knowledge of and a proximate govern- 
ment of fenfibles. Hence thefe intelligible Gods have dominion over the Gods which are un- 
folded from them, and their knowledge is beyond all other divine knowledge; to which alfo 
Plato looking colleéts, that the Gods neither rule over us, nor have any knowledge of human 
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is any certain genus of /cience, it is much more accurate than the fcience 
which refides with us; and that this is likewife true of beauty, and every 
thing 


concerns. For the divided caufes of thefe, and the powers which rule over them, are in the 
intellectual Gods. But the ideas which are properly called intelligible, are eftablified above all 
fuch divifions ; produce all things according to united and the moft fimple caufes; and both their 
effective energy and knowledge are one, collected and uniform. Hence there the intelligible 
caufe of the celeftial genus produces every thing celeftial, Gods, angels, demons, heroes, fouls, 
not fo far as they are demons or angels, for this is the peculiarity of divilible caufes, and of 
divided ideas, of which the intelle€tual forms make a diftribution into multitude, but fo far as all 
thefe genera are in a certain refpect divine and celeftial, and fo far as they are allotted an hy- 
parxis united to the Gods; and in a fimilar manner with refpe€t to each of the reft. Thus for 
inftance, the intelligible idea of every thing pedeftrian and terreftrial cannot be faid to rule over 
things, each of which is feparated according to one form, for this is the province of things 
diftributed from it into multitude, but it governs all things fo far as they are of one genus. For 
things nearer to the one, give fubfiftence to all things in a more total and uniform manner. 

As, however, we fhall hereafter {peak of this, let us rather confider the opinion of Plato con- 
cerning providence. The Athenian gueft, therefore, in the Laws clearly evinces that there is a 
providence, where his difcourfe fhows that the Gods know and poflefs a power which governs 
all things. But Parmenides at the very beginning of the difcuffion concerning providence 
evinces the abfurdity of doubting divine knowledge and dominion. For to affert that the 
conclufion of this doubt is ftill more dire than the former, fufficiently flows that he rejects the 
arguments which fubvert providence. For it is dire to fay that divinity is not known by us who 
are rational and intellectual natures, and who effentially poffefs fomething divine; but it is {till 
more dire to deprive divine natures of knowledge ; fince the former pertains to thofe who do not 
convert themfelves to divinity, bur the latter to thofe who impede the all-pervading goodnefs of 
the Gods. And the former pertains to thofe who err refpe€ting our effence, but the latter to 
thofe who cenvert themfelves erroneoufly about a divine caufe. But the expreffion ftill more dire, 
(Gevorepcv) fays Proclus, is not ufed as fignifying a more ftrenuous doubt, in the fame manner as 
we are accuftomed to call thofe dire (devo) who vanquifh by the power of language, but as a 
thing worthy of greater dread and caution to the intelligent. For it divulfes the union of things, 
and diffociates divinity apart from the world. It alfo defines divine power as not pervading to 
all things, and circumfcribes intellectual knowledge as not all-perfect. It likewife fubverts all the 
fabrication of the univerfe, the order imparted to the world from feparate caufes, and the good- 
nefs which fills all things from one will, in a manner accommodated to the nature of unity. 
Nor lefs dire than any one of thefe is the confufion of piety. For what communion is therc 
between Gods and men, if the former are deprived of the knowledge of our concerns. All fup- 
plications, therefore, of divinity, all facred inftitutions, all oaths adducing the Gods as a witnefs, 
and the untaught conceptions implanted in our fouls concerning divinity, will perih. What gift 
alfo will be left of the Gods to men, if they do not previoufly comprehend in themfelves the 
defert of the recipients, if they do not poffefs a knowledge of all that we do, of all we fuffer, 


and of all that we think though we do not carry it into effect? With great propriety, there- 
fore, 
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thing elfe? Certainly. If, therefore, any one pofflefles /cience itfelf, wili 
you not affert that no one poffeffes the moft accurate {cience more than a 


God ? 


fore are fuch affertions called dire. For if it is unholy to change any legitimately divine inftitu- 
tion, how can fuch an innovation as this be unattended with dread? But that Plato rejeéts this 
hypothefis which makes Divinity to be ignorant of our concerns, is evident from thefe things, 
fince it is one of his dogmas, that Divinity knows and produces all things. Since, however, fome 
of thofe pofterior to him have vehemently endeavoured to fubvert fuch-like affertions, let us {peak 
concerning them as much as may be fufficient for our prefent purpofe. 

Some of thofe, then, pofterior to Plato, on feeing the unftable condition of fublunary things 
were fearfulthat they were not under the direction of providence and a divine nature; for fuch 
events as are faid to take place through fortune, the apparent inequality refpecting lives, and the 
difordered motion of material natures, induced them greatly to fufpect that they were not under 
the government of providence. Befides, the perfuafion that Divinity is not bufily employed in the 
evolution of all-various reafons, and that he does not depart from his own bleffednefs, induced 
them to frame an hypothefis fo lawlefs and dire. For they were of opinion that the paffion of 
our foul, and the perturbation which it fuftains by defcending to the government of bodies, muft 
happen to Divinity, if he converted himfelf to the providential infpeétion of things. Further 
ftill, from confidering that different objects of knowledge are known by different gnoflic powers; 
as, for inftance, fenfibles by fenfe, objects of opinion by opinion, things fcientific by {cience, and 
intelligibles by intelleét, and, at the fame time, neither placing fenfe, nor opinion, nor fcience 
in Divinity, but only an intelle€t immaterial and pure ;—hence, they afferted that Divinity had no 
knowledge of any other things than the objects of intellect *. For, fay they, if matter is external 
to him, it is neceffary that he fhould be pure from apprehenfions which are converted to matter 3 
but being purified from thefe, it follows that he muft have no knowledge of material natures: 
and hence, the patrons of this dotrine deprived him of a knowledge of, and providential exertions 
about, fenfibles; not through any imbecility of nature, but through a tranfcendency of gnoftic 
energy ; juft as thofe whofe eyes are filled with light, are faid to be incapable of perceiving mun- 
dane objects, at the fame time that this incapacity is nothing more than tranfcendency of vifion. 
They likewife add, that there are many things which it is beautiful not to know. ‘Thus, to the 
entheaftic, (or thofe who are divinely infpired) it is beautiful to be ignorant of whatever would 
deftroy the deific energy; and to the {cientific, not to know that which would defile the indubi- 
table perception of {cience. 

But others afcribe, indeed, to Divinity a knowledge of fenfibles, in order that they may not 
take away his providence, but at the fame time convert his apprehenfion to that which is ex- 
ternal, reprefent him as pervading through the whole of a fenfible nature, as pafling into contact 
with the objects of his government, impelling every thing, and being locally prefent with all 
things ; for, fay they, he would not otherwife be able to exert a providential energy in a becoming 
manner, and impart good to every thing according to its defert +. 


* This opinion was embraced by the more early Peripatetics. 


+ This was the opinion of the Stoics. 
Others 
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God'? It is neceffary fo to affert. But can a God, being fuch as he i. 


know our affairs through pofleffing {cience itfelf? Why fhould he not? 
That 


Others again affirm that Divinity has a knowledge of himfelf, but that he has no occafion to 
underftand fenfibles in order to provide for them, fince by his very eflence he produced all 
things, and adorns whatever he has produced, without having any knowledge of his productions. 
They add, that this is by no means wonderful, fince nature operates without knowledge, and 
unattended with phantafy ; but that Divinity differs from nature in this, that he has a knowledge 
of himfelf, though not of the things which are fabricated by him. And fuch are the affertions 
of thofe who were perfuaded that Divinity is not feparated from mundane natures, and of thofe 
who deprived him of the knowledge of inferior concerns, and of T knowledge operating in union 
with providence. 

With refpećt to thefe philofophers, we fay, that they {peak truly, and yet not truly, on this 

fubject. 


! Every divine intelleét, fays Proclus, and every order of the Gods, comprehends in itfelf the 
knowledge and the caufe of all things. For neither is their knowledge inefficacious, poffeffing 
the indefinite in intelle€tion; but they both know all things, and communicate good. For that 
which is primarily good, is alfo willing to illuminate fecondary natures with a fupply from him- 
felf. Nor are their productions irrational and void of knowledge: for this is the work of nature 
and of ultimate life, and not of a divine caufe, which allo produces rational eflences. Hence, 
they at the fame time both know and make all things; and prior to thefe, according to their will, 
they preaflume both a knowledge and a power effective of all things. Hence, they prefide over all 
things willingly, gnoflically, and powerfully ; and every thing through this triad enjoys their providen- 
tial care. And if you are willing to unite things which fubfift divifibly in fecondary natures, and 
refer them to a divine caufe, you will perhaps apprehend the truth concerning it more accurately. 
Nature, therefore, appears to poflefs reafons or produCtive principles effective, but not gnoftic ; 
the dianoétic power pofleffes as its end, knowledge in itfelf ; and prozrefis, or a deliberative ten- 
dency to things capable of being accomplifhed, has for its end good, and the will of things good. 
Collect thefe, therefore, in one, the willing, the gnoftic, the efficacious, and prior to thefe, conceive 
ing a divine unity, refer all thefe to a divine nature, becaufe all thefe prefubfift there uniformly 
together. However, though all the Gods poffefs all thefe, yet in intelligibles, the firft intelli- 
gence, the firft power generative of wholes, and a beneficent will, are efpecially apparent. For 
the intelligible order fubfifting immediately after the fountain of good, becomes that to natures 
pofterior to itfelf, which the gosd is to the univerfality of things; exprefling his fuper-caufal 
nature through paternal power; the good, through beneficent will; and that which is above all 
knowledge, through occult and united intellection. Proclus adds, but it appears to me that 
through this Parmenides now firt calls ideas Gods, as recurring to the firft fountain of them, 
and as being uniform, and moft near to the good, and as thus poflefling a knowledge of, and do- 
minion over, all things, fo far as each participates of a divine power, and fo far as all of them are 
{ufpended from the Gods. 
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‘That Parmenides faid, Becaufe it has been confeffed by us, O Socrates, that 
neither do thofe forms poffefs the power which is peculiar to them, through 
relation 


fubject. For if providence has a fubfiftence, neither can there be any thing difordered, nor can 
Divinity be bufily employed, nor can he know fenfibles through paflive fenfe: but thefe philofo- 
phers, in confequence of not knowing the exempt power and uniform knowledge of Divinity, ap- 
pear to deviate from the truth. For thus we interrogate them: does not every thing energize in a 
becoming manner when it energizes according to its own power and nature? as, for inftance, does 
not nature, in conformity to the order of its eflence, energize phyfically, intellect intellectually, 
and foul pfychically, or according to the nature of foul? And when:the fame thing is generated 
by many and different caufes, does not each of thefe produce according to its own power, and not 
according to the nature of the thing produced? Or fhall we fay, that each produces after the 
fame manner, and that, for example, the fun and man generate man, according to the fame mode 
of operation, and not according to the natural ability of each, viz. the one partially, imperfeAlly, 
and with a bufy energy, but the other without anxious attention, by its very effence, and totally ? 
But to affert this would be abfurd; for a divine operates in a manner very different from a mortal 
nature. 

If, therefore, every thing which energizes, energizes according to its own nature and order, 
fome things divinely and fupernaturally, others naturally, and others in a different manner, 
it is evident that every gnoftic being knows according to its own nature, and that it does not 
follow that becaufe the thing known is one and the fame, on this account, the natures which 
know, energize in conformity to the effence of the things known. Thus fenfe, opinion, and our 
intelle€t, know that which is white, but not in the fame manner: for fenfe cannot know what 
the effence is of a thing white, nor can opinion obtain a knowledge of its proper objects in the 
fame manner as intelle; fince opinion knows only zhat a thing is, but intellect knows the caufe 
of its exiftence. Knowledge, therefore, fubfifts according to the nature of that which knows, and 
not according to the nature of that which is known. What wonder is it then that Divinity fhould 
know all things in fuch a manner as is accommodated to his nature, viz. divifible things indivi- 
fibly, things multiplied, uniformly, things generated, according to an eternal intelligence, totally, 
fuch things as are parti; and that with a knowledge of this kind, he fhould poffefs a power 
productive of all things, or, in other words, that by knowing all things with Gimple and united 
intelletions, he fhould impart to every thing being, and a progre‘fion into being? For the au- 
ditory fenfe knows audibles in a manner different from the common fenfe; and prior to, and 
different from, thefe, reafon knows audibles, together with other particulars which fenfe is not 
able to apprehend. And again, of defire, which tends to one thing, of anger, which afpires after 
another thing, and of proairefs, (apoaipeots), or that faculty of the foul which is a deliberative 
tendency to things in our power, there is one particular life moving the foul towards all thefe, 
which are mutually motive of each other. It is through this life that we fay, I dere, I am angry, 
and | have a deliberative tendency to this thing or that; for this life verges to all thefe powers, 
and lives in conjunction with them, as being a power which is impelled to every ovject cf defire. 
But prior both to reafon and this one life, is the one of the foul, which often fays, I perceive, I 

reafon, 
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relation to our concerns, nor ours from relation to theirs; but that the 
forms in each divifion are referred to themfelves. It was admitted by us. 


If, 


reafon, I defire, and I deliberate, which follows all thefe energies, and energizes together with 
them. For we fhould not be able to know all thefe, and to apprehend in what they differ from 
each other, unlefs we contained a certain indivifible nature, which has a fubfiftence above the 
common fenfe, and which, prior to opinion, defire, and will, knows all that thefe know and defire, 
according to an indivifible mode of apprehenfion. 

If this be the cafe, it is by no means proper to difbelieve in the indivifible knowledge of Divi- 
nity, which knows fenfibles without poffeffing fenfe, and divifible natures without poffefling a 
divifible energy, and which, without being prefent to things in place, knows them prior to all 
local prefence, and imparts to every thing that which every thing is capable of receiving. The 
unftable effence, therefore, of apparent natures is not known by him in an unftable, but in a de- 
finite manner; nor does he know that which is fubjeét to all-various mutations dubioufly, but in 
a manner perpetually the fame ; for by knowing himfelf, he knows every thing of which he is the 
caufe, poffefling a knowledge tranfcendently more accurate than that which is coordinate to the 
objeéts of knowledge; fince a caufal knowledge of every thing is fuperior to every other kind of 
knowledge. Divinity, therefore, knows without bufily attending to the objed\s of his intellection, 
becaufe he abides in himfelf, and by alone knowing himfelf, knows all things. Nor is he indigent 
of fenfe, or opinion, or {cience, in order to know fenfible natures; for it is himfelf that produces 
all thefe, and that, in the unfathomable depths of the intelle€tion of himfelf, comprehends an 
united knowledge of them, according to caufe, and in one fimplicity of perception. Juft as if 
fome one having built a fhip, fhould place in it men of his own formation, and, in confequence of 
poffeffing a various art, fhould add a fea to the fhip, produce certain winds, and afterwards launch 
the fhip into the new created main. Let us fuppofe, too, that he caufes thefe to have an exift- 
ence by merely conceiving them to exift, fo that by imagining all this to take place, he gives an 
external fubfiftence to his inward phantafms, it is evident that in this cafe he will contain the 
caufe of every thing which happens to the fhip through the winds on the fea, and that by con- 
templating his own conceptions, without being indigent of outward converfion, he will at the fame 
time both fabricate and know thefe external particulars. Thus, and in a far greater degree, that 
divine intelle€t the artificer of the univerfe, poffefling the caufes of all things, both gives fub- 
fiftence to, and contemplates, whatever the univerfe contains, without departing from the {pecu- 
lation of himfelf. But if, with refpect to intelle€t, one kind is more partial, and another more 
total, it is evident that there is not the fame intelleCtual perfcétion of all things, but that where 
intelligibles have a more total and undiftributed fubfiftence, there the knowledge is more total 
and indivifible, and where the number of forms proceeds into multitude and extenfion, there the 
knowledge is both one and multiform. Hence, this being admitted, we cannot wonder on hear- 
ing the Orphic verfes, in which the theologift fays: 


Autr, õe Znvos xai ev opasi Watpos avaxros 
Naucvo" abavatoi te Seo, Synta T’ arpana 
"Ooga Te n ytyauca, Kal VoTEZOV IGOR ELTA. 
M 2 t e. There 
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If, therefore, there is the moft accurate dominion with Divinity, and the 
moft accurate f{cience, the dominion of the Gods will not rule over us, nor 
wiil 


i.e. There in the fight of Jove, the parent king, 
Th’ immortal Gods and mortal men refide, 
With all that ever was, and fhall hereafter be. 


For the artificer of the univerfe is full of intelligibles, and poffeffes the caufes of all things fepa- 
rated from each other; fo that he generates men, and all other things, according to their charac- 
teriftic peculiarities, and not fo far as each is divine, in the fame manner as the divinity prior to 
him, the intelligible father Phanes. Hence, Jupiter is called the father of things divided accord- 
ing to fpecies, but Phanes of things divided according to genera. And Jupiter, indeed, is the 
father of wholes, though, by a much greater priority, Phanes is the father of all things, but of 
all things fo far as each participates of a divine power. With refpect to knowledge, alfo, Jupiter 
knows human affairs particularly, and in common with other things: for the caufe of men is con- 
tained in him, divided from other things and united with all of them; but Phanes knows all 
things at once, as it were centrically, and without diftribution. Thus, for inftance, he knows 
man, fo far as he is an animal and pedeftrian, and not fo far as he is man. For as the pedeftrian 
which fubfifts in Phanes, is collectively, and at once, the caufe of all terreftrial Gods, angels, 
dzmons, heroes, fouls, animals, plants, and of every thing contained in the earth, fo alfo the 
knowledge which is there is one of all thefe things collectively, as of one genus, and is not a dif- 
tributed knowledge of human affairs. And as in us the more univerfal {ciences give fubfiftence 
to thofe which are fubordinate to them, as Ariftotle fays, and are more fciences, and more allied 
to intelle€&t, for they ufe more comprehenfive concluGions,—fo alfo in the Gods, the more excellent 
and more fimple intellections comprehend according to caufal priority the variety of fuch as are 
fecondary. Inthe Gods, therefore, the firt knowledge of man is as of being, and is one intel- 
le€tion which knows every being as one, according to one union. But the fecond knowledge is 
as of eternal being: for this knowledge uniformly comprehends according to one caufe every 
eternal being. The knowledge which is confequent to this is as of animal: for this alfo has an 
intelle€tion of animal according to union. But the knowledge which fucceeds this is of that which 
is perfected under this particular genus, as of pedeftrian: for it is an intelle€tion of all that 
genus, as of one thing; and divifion firft takes place in this, and variety together with fimpli- 
city. At the fame time, however, neither in this is the intellection of man alone: for it is not 
the fame thing to underftand every thing terreftrial as one thing, and to underftand man. Hence, 
in demiurgic, and in fhort in intelle&tual forms, there is a certain intelle€tion of man as of man, 
becaufe this form is feparated from others in thefe orders. And thus we have fhown how the 
higheft forms do not poflefs a knowledge of human affairs, and how they have dominion over all 
things, fo far as all things are divine, and fo far as they participate of a certain divine idiom. But 
that in the firt order of forms dominion itfelf, and f{cience itfelf, fubfifl, is evident. For 
there is a divine intellection there of all things charaéterized by unity, and a power which rules 
over wholes; the former being the fountain of all knowledge, and the latter the primary caufe 
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will their fcience take cognizance of us, or of any of our concerns; and in 
a fimilar manner, we fhall not rule over them by our dominion, nor know 
any thing divine through the affiftance of our fcience. And again, in con- 
fequence of the fame reafoning, they will neither, though Gods ', be our 
governors, nor have any knowledge of human concerns. But would not 
the difcourfe be wonderful in the extreme, which fhould deprive Divinity 
of knowledge? That Parmenides faid, Thefe, O Socrates, and many other 
confequences befides thefe, muft neceffarily * happen to forms, if they are 

the 


of all dominion, whether they fubfift in the Gods, or in the genera more excellent than our fpe- 
cies, or in fouls. And, perhaps, Parmenides here calls the genus of fcience the intelle€tion of 
thofe forms, wifhing to fhow its comprehenfive and uniform nature ; but prior to this, when he 
was {peaking of middle ideas, he alone denominated it fpecies. For, from intelligible knowledge 
the middle orders are filled with the intelligence which they poffefs ; and intelligence in the latter, 
has the fame relation to that in the former, which fpecies has to genus. If, alfo, the term much 
more accurate, is employed in {peaking of this f{cience, it is evident that fuch an addition repre- 
fents to us its more united nature. For this is the accurate, to comprehend all things, and leave 
nothing external to itfelf. . 

* It is well obferved here by Proclus, that the words ‘* though Gods” contain an abundant indi- 
cation of the prefent doubt. For every thing divine is good, and is willing to fill all things with 
good. How, therefore, can it either be ignorant of things pertaining to us, or not have domi- 
nion over fecondary natures? How is it poffible that it fhould not govern according to its own 
power, and provide according to its own knowledge for things of which it is the caufe? And 
it appears that Parmenides by thefe words evinces, that for the Divinities to be ignorant of our 
concerns over which they have dominion, is the moft abfurd of all things, profoundly indicating 
that it efpecially pertains to the Gods, fo far as Gods, to know and provide for all things, accord- 
ing to the one by which they are characterized. For intellect, fo far as intellect, has not a know- 
ledge of all things, but of wholes, nor are ideas the caufes of all things, but of fuch as perpetually 
fubfift according to nature; fo that the affertion is not entirely falfe which deprives thefe of the 
knowledge and government of our concerns, fo far as we rank among particulars, and not fo far 
as we are men, and poffefs one form. Butit is neceffary that the Divinity and the Gods fhould 
know all things, particulars, things eternal, and things temporal; and thac they fhould rule over 
all things, not only fuch as are univerfal, but fuch alfo as are partial: for there is one providence 
of them pervading to all things. Forms, therefore, fo far as Gods, and intellect {o far as a God, 
poffefs a knowledge of, and dominion over, all things. But intelle&t is a God according to 
the one, which is as it were the luminous flower of its effence ; and forms are Gods, fo far as they 
contain the light proceeding from the good. 

2 Parmenides here indicates that what has been faid under the pretext of doubts, is after 
another manner true. For he fays that thefe and many other confequences muft xeceffurily 


happen to forms, viz. the being unknown, and having no knowledge of our affairs. And, in 
short, 
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the ideas of things, and if any one feparates each form apart from other 
things; fo that any one who hears thefe affertions, may doubt and hefitate 
whether fuch forms have any fubfiftence; or if they do fubfift in a mof 
eminent degree, whether it is not abundantly neceffary that they fhould be 
unknown " by the human nature. Hence he who thus fpeaks may feem 
to fay fomething to the purpofe; and as we juft now faid, it may be con- 
fidered as a wonderful * thing, on account of the difficulty of being per- 
fuaded, and as the province of a man ? of a very naturally good difpofition, 
to be able to perceive that there is a certain genus of every thing, and an 
effence itfelf fubfifting by itfelf: but he will deferve {till greater admiration, 
who, after having made this difcovery, fhall be able to teach another how 
to difcern and diftinguifh all thefe;in a becoming manner. That then 
Socrates faid, I affent to you, O Parmenides, for you entirely {peak agree- 

ably to my opinion. 
That Parmenides further added, But indeed, O Socrates, if any one on 
the contrary takes away the forms of things, regarding all that has now 
been 


fhort, he indicates that all the above-mentioned idioms are adapted to different orders of forms. 
For it is by no means wonderful that what is true of one order fhould be falfe when extended to 
another. 

* Thefe things alfo, fays Proclus, are divinely afferted, and with a view to the condition of our 
nature. For neither does he who has arrived at the fummit of human attainments, and who is 
the wifet among men, poffefs fcience perfeétly indubitable concerning divine natures ; for it is 
intelle€&t alone which knows intelligibles free from doubt ; nor is the moft imperfect and earth- 
born character entirely deprived of the knowledge of a formal caufe. For to what does he look 
when he fometimes blames that which is apparent to fenfe, as very mutable, if he does not con- 
tain in himfelf an unperverted preconception of an effence permanent and real ? 

a The fimilar is every where naturally adapted to proceed to the fimilar. Hence that which 
is obfcure to the eyes, and is only to be obtained by philofophy, will not be apprehended by 
imperfect fouls, but by thofe alone who through phyfical virtue, tranfcendent diligence, and 
ardent defire apply themfelves in a becoming manner to fo fublime an object of contemplation. 
For the fpeculation of intelligibles cannot fubfift in foreign habits; nor can things which have 
their effence and feat in a pure intellect become apparent to thofe who are not purified in in- 
telle& ; fince the fimilar is every where known by the fimilar. 

3 By thefe words, fays Proclus, Plato again teaches us who is a moft fit hearer of this difcourfe 
about ideas. Such a one he denominatesa man (i. e. avp, not av9Ipwaos), not indeed in vain, but in 
order to indicate that fuch a one according to the form of his life poffefles much of the grand, robi:f? 
and elevated: (avdpa uty 00UATAS ov MATHY) AAD’ iva KA KATA TOES THs amg TOIOUTOS ny TONU To adpoV xai iP nrov 
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been faid, and other things of the fame kind, he will not find where to turn 


his dianoétic ! part, while he does not permit the idea of every thing which 
exilts 


emideinvupevos.) For it is fit that he who is about to apprehend the Gods fhould direé his attention 
to nothing {mall and grovelling. But he calls him a man of a very naturally good difpofition, as 
being adorned with all the prerogatives of a philofophic nature, and as receiving many viatica 
from nature, in order to the intellectual perception of divine natures. In addition to this, he 
alfo again reminds us who is the leader of the fcience concerning thefe divine forms, and that he 
is prolific and inventive, and this with refpect to teaching. For fome have made fuch a pro- 
ficiency as is fufficient for themfelves, but others are alfo able to awaken others to a recolledtion 
of the truth of things. Hence he fays, that fuch a one deferves ftill greater admiration. In the 
third place, he fhows us what is the end of this teaching, viz. that the learner who poffefles 
fcience may be fufficiently able to diftinguifh the genera of beings, and to furvey in perfection the 
definite caufes of things; whence they originate; how many are their orders; how they fubfitt 
in every order of things ; how they are participated ; how they caufally comprehend all things in 
themfelves ; and, in fhort, all fuch particulars as have been difcuffed in the preceding notes. 

Proclus adds, that by a certain genus of every thing, Plato fignifies the primary caufe prefubfift- 
ing in divine natures of every feries. For idea compared with any other individual form in 
fenfibles is a genus, as being more total than fenfible forms, and as comprehending things which 
are not entirely of a fimilar form with each other. For how can the terreftrial man be faid to be 
entirely of a fimilar form with the celeftial, or with the man that is allotted a fubfiftence in any 
other element ? 

Very f{cientifically, fays Proclus, does Plato in thefe words remind us that there are ideas or 
forms of things. For if dianoétic and intelle€tual are better than fenfible knowledge, it is 
neceflary that the things known by the dianoétic power and by intellect fhould be more divine 
than thofe which are known by fenfe: for as the gnoftic powers which are coordinated to beings 
are to each other, fuch alfo is the mutual relation of the things which are known. If, therefore, 
the dianoétic power and intellect fpeculate feparate and immaterial forms, and likewife things 
univerfal, and which fubfift in themfelves, but fenfe contemplates things partible, and which are 
infeparable from fubjects, it is neceffary that the fpectacles of the dianoétic power and of intellect, 
fhould be more divine and more eternal. Univerfals, therefore, are prior to particulars, and 
things immaterial to things material. Whence then does the dianoétic power receive thefe ? 
for they do not always fubfift in us according to energy. It is however neceffary, that things in 
energy fhould precede thofe in capacity, both in things intelleCtual and in effences. Forms, 
therefore, fubfift elfewhere, and prior to us, in divine and feparate natures, through whom the 
forms which we contain derive their perfection. But thefe not fubfilting, neither would the 
forms in us fubfift: for they could not be derived from things imperfedt: fince it is not lawful 
that more excellent natures fhould be either generated or perfeéted from fuch as are fubordinate. 
Whence, too, is this multitude of forms in the multitude of fouls derived? For it is every where 
neceflary, prior to multitude, to conceive 2 monad from which the multitude proceeds. For as 
the multitude of fenfibles was not generated, except from an unity, which is better than fenfibles, 
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exifts to be always the fame, and by this means entirely deftroys the dia- 
lectic power of the foul: but you alfo feem in this refpeét to perceive per- 
fectlv 


and which gave fubfiftence to that which is common in particulars; fo neither would the mul- 
titude of forms fubfift in fouls, fuch as the juft itfelf, the beautiful itfelf, &c. which fubfift in all 
fouls in a manner accommodated to the nature of foul, without a certain generating unity, which 
is more excellent than this animaftic multitude: juft as the monad from which the multitude of 
fenfibles originates, is fuperior to a fenfible effence, comprehending unitedly all the variety of 
fenfibles. Is it not alfo neceflary, that prior to felf-motive natures, there fhould be an immovable 
form? For as felf-motive reafons tranfcend thofe which are alter-motive, or moved by others, 
after the fame manner immovable forms, and which energize in eternity, are placed above felf- 
motive forms, which are converfant with the circulations of time: for it is every where requifite 
that a ftable fhould precede a movable caufe. If, therefore, there are forms in fouls which are 
many, and of a felf-motive nature, there are prior to thefe intelle€tual forms. In other words, 
there are immovable prior to felf-motive natures, fuch as are monadic, prior to fuch as are mul- 
tiplied, and the perfect prior to the imperfe€t. It is alfo requifite that they fhould fubfift in 
energy; fo that if there are not intellectual, neither are there animaftic forms: for nature by no 
means begins from the imperfect and the many; fince it is neceflary that multitude fhould pro- 
ceed about monads, things imperfect about the perfeét, and things movable about the immovable. 
But if there are not forms effentially inherent in foul, there is no place left to which any one can 
turn his dianoétic power as Parmenides juftly obferves: for phantafy and fenfe neceflarily look to 
things connafcent with themfelves. And of what thall we poffefs a dianoétic or fcientific know- 
ledge, if the foul is deprived of forms of this kind? For we fhall not make our fpeculation about 
things of pofterior origin, fince thefe are more ignoble than fenfibles themfelves, and the univer- 
fals which they contain. How then will the objeéts of knowledge, which are coordinate to the 
dianvétic power, be fubordinate to thofe which are known by fenfe? It remains, therefore, that 
we fhall not know any thing elfe than fenfibles. But if this be the cafe, whence do demonftrations 
originate? Demonftrations indeed, are from thofe things which are the caufes of the things de- 
monftrated, which are prior to them according to nature, and not with relation to us, and which 
are more honourable than the conclufions which are unfolded from them. But the things from 
which demonftrations are formed are univerfals, and not particulars. Univerfals, therefore, are prior 
to, and are more caufal and more honourable than, particulars. Whence likewife are definitions ? 
For definition proceeds through the effential reafon of the foul: for we firft define that which is 
common in particulars, poflefling within, that form, of which the fomething common in thele 
is the image. If, therefore, definition is the principle of demonftration, it is neceflary that there 
fhould be another definition prior to this, of the many forms and effential reafons which the foul 
contains. For fince, as we have before faid, the juft itfelf is in every foul, it is evident that there 
is fomething common in this multitude of the juft, whence every foul knowing the reafon of the 
juft contained in its eflence, knows in a fimilar manner that which is in all other fouls. But if 
it poffefles fomething common, it is this fomething common which we define, and this is the 
principle of demonftration, and not that univerfal in the many, which is material, and in a 
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fe&tly the fame with myfelf. That Socrates anfwered, You fpeak the truth, 


What then will you do with refpećt to philofophy? Where will you turn 
youriclf, 


certain refpe& mortal, being coordinated with the many: for in demonftrations and definitions, 
it is requifite that the whole of what is partial thould be comprehended in univerfal and definition. 
The definitions however of things common in particulars do not comprehend the whole of par- 
ticulars: for, can it be faid that Socrates is the whole of rational mortal animal, which is the 
definition of man? fince he contains many other particulars, which caufe him to poffefs cha- 
racteriftic peculiarities. But the reafon of man in the foul comprehends the whole of every 
individual: for it comprehends uniformly all the powers which are beheld about the particulars 
of the human fpecies. And, in a fimilar manner with refpe€t to animal: for, indeed, the uni- 
verfal in particulars is lefs than the particulars themfelves, and is lefs than fpecies; fince it does 
not poffefs all differences in energy, but in capacity alone; whence alfo, it becomes as it were 
the matter of the fucceeding formal differences. But the reafon of man in our foul is better 
and more comprehenfive; for it comprehends all the differences of man unitedly, and not in 
capacity, like the univerfal in particulars, but in energy. If, therefore, definition is the principle 
of demonftration, it is requifite that it fhould be the definition of a thing of that kind which 
is entirely comprehenfive of that which is more partial. But of this kind are the forms in our 
foul, and not the forms which fubfift in particulars. Thefe, therefore, being fubverted, neither 
will it be pofible to define. Hence the definitive together with the demonftrative art will perilh, 
abandoning the conceptions of the human mind. The divifive art alfo, together with thefe, will 
be nothing but a name: for the whole employment of divifion is, to feparate the many from the 
one, and to diftribute things prefubfifting unitedly in the whole, into their proper differences, 
not adding the differences externally, but contemplating them as inherent in the genera them- 
felves, and as dividing the fpecies from each other. Where, therefore, will the work of this art 
be found, if we do not admit that there are effential forms in our foul? For he who fuppofes 
that this art is employed in things of pofterior origin, i. e. forms abftracted from fenfibles, perceives 
nothing of the power which it poffeffes: for to divide things of pofterior origin, is the bufinefe 
of the divifive art, energizing according to opinion; but to contemplate the effential differences 
of the reafons in the foul, is the employment of dianoétic and {cientific divifion, which alfo 
unfolds united powers, and perceives things more partial branching forth from fuch as are more 
total. By a much greater priority, therefore, to the definitive and demonflrative arts will the 
divifive be entirely vain, if the foul docs not contain effential reafons: for definition is more 
venerable, and ranks more as a principle than demonftration, and again, divifion than definition : 
for the divifive gives to the definitive art its principles, but not vice verfa. The analytic art alfo, 
mutt perih together with thefe, if we do not admit the effential reafons of the foul. For the 
analytic is oppofed to the demonftrative method, as refolving from things caufed to caufes, but 
to the definitive as proceeding from compofites to things more fimple, and to the divifive, as 
afcending from things more partial to fuch as are more univerfal. So that thofe methods being 
deftroyed, this alfo will perifh. 1f, therefore, there are not forms or ideas, neither fhall we con- 
tain the reafons of things. And if we do not contain the reafons of things, neither will there 
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yourfelf, being ignorant of thefe? Indeed I do not feem to myfelf to know 
at prefent. That Parmenides faid, Before you exercife "© yourfelf in this 


affair, 


be the diale€tic methods according to which we obtain a knowledge of things, nor fhall we know 
where to turn the diancétic power of the foul. 

* Socrates was alone deficient in fkill, whence Parmenides exhorts him to apply himfelf to dia- 
leGtic, through which he would become much more fkilful, being exercifed in many things, and 
perceiving the confequences of hypothefes ; and when he has accomplifhed this, Parmenides ad- 
vifes him to turn to the fpeculation of forms. For fuch particulars as are now dubious are very 
eafy of folution to thofe that are exercifed in diale&tic. And this is the whole end of the words. 
This exercife, however, muft not be thought to be fuch as that which is called by logicians the 
epichirematic or argumentative method. For that looks to opinion, but this defpifes the opinion 
of the multitude. Hence, to the many it appears to be nothing but words, and is on this ac- 
count denominated by them garrulity. The epichirematic method, indeed, deiivers many argu- 
ments about one problem; but this exercife delivers the fame method to us about many and 
different problems ; fo that the one is very different from the other. The latter, however, is more 
beautiful than the former, as it ufes more excellent methods, beginning from on high, in order 
to accomplith its proper work. For, as we have already obferved in the Introduction to this 
dialogue, it employs as its inftruments divifion and definition, -analyfis and demonftration. If, 
therefore, we exercife ourfelves in this method, there is much hope that we fhall genuinely appre- 
hend the theory of ideas; diftin@ly evolving our confufed conceptions; diffolving apparent 
doubts; and demonftrating things of which we are now ignorant. But till we can effe& this, 
we fhall not be able to give a fcientific definition of every form. 

Should it, however, be inquired whether it is poffible to define forms or not, fuch as the beau- 
tiful itfelf, or the juft itfelf; for forms, as Plato fays in his Epiftles, are only to be apprehended 
by the fimple vifion of intelligence; to this we reply, that the beautiful itfelf, the juft itfelf, and 
the good itfelf, confidered as ideas, are not only in intellect, but alfo in fouls, and in fenfible 
natures. And of thefe, fome are definable, and others not. ‘This being the cafe, intelle&tual 
forms, though they may be in many and partial natures, cannot be defined on account of their 
fimplicity, and tecaufe they are apprehended by intelligence, and not through compofition ; and 
likewife, becaufe whatever is defined ought to participate of fomething common, which is, as it 
were, a fubject, and is different from itfelf, But in divine forms there is nothing of this kind : 
tcr being, as Timzeus fays, does not proceed into any thing elfe, but though it makes a certain 
progreffion from itfelf, yet after a manner it is the fame with its immediate progeny, being only 
unfolded into a fecond order. Forms, however, belonging to foul, and fubfifting in fenfibles, can be 
defined ; and, in fhort, fuch things as are produced according to a paradigmatic caufe, and fuch 
as are faid to participate of forms. Hence, dialetic fpeculates the firft forms by fimple intuitions 5 
but when it defines, or divides, it looks to the images of thefe. If, therefore, fuch a fcience is 
the pureft part of intelleét and prudence, it is evident that it employs pure intelleCtions, through 
which it apprehends intelligibles, and multiform methods by which it binds the fpeCtacles derived 

from 
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affair, O Socrates, you fhould endeavour to define what the beautiful, the 
juft, and the good are, and each of the other forms: for I before perceived the 
neceffity of your accomplifhing this, when I heard you difcourfing with 
Ariftotle. Indeed that ardour of yours, by which you are impelled to difpu- 
tation, is both beautiful” and divine; but colle& yourfelf together, and 

while 


from intelligibles, and which fubfift in fecondary orders: and thus it appears that the affertions 
of Plato are true. 

But it is by no means wonderful if we alfo define certain other particulars of which there are 
no ideas, fuch as things artificial, parts, and things evil. For there are in us reafons of wholes 
which are according to nature, and alfo of things good; and in confequence of this, we know 
fuch things as give completion to wholes, fuch as imitate nature, and fuch as have merely a 
fhadowy fubfiftence. For fuch as is each of thefe, fuch alfo is it known and defined by us; and 
we difcourfe about them from the definitely {table reafons which we contain. 

* Some, fays Proclus, are neither impelled to, nor are aftonifhed about, the fpeculation of 
beings: others again have obtained perfection according to knowledge: and others are impelled, 
gndeed, but require perfection, logical fkill, and exercife, in order to the attainment of the end. 
Among the laft of thefe is Socrates; whence Parmenides, indeed, receives his impulfe, and calls 
it divine, as being philofophic. For, to defpife things apparent, and to contemplate an incorpo- 
real effence, is philofophic and divine; fince every thing divine is of this kind, feparate from 
fenfibles, and fubfifting in immaterial intelle€tions. But Parmenides alfo calls the impulfe of 
Socrates beautiful, as leading to that which is truly beautiful, (which does not confift in practical 
affairs, as the Stoics afterwards conceived it did, but in intellectual energies,) and as adapted to 
true love. For the amatory form of life efpecially adheres to beauty. Very properly, therefore, 
does Parmenides admit the impulfe of Socrates as divine and beautiful, as leading to intelleé? and 
the one. As divine, indeed, it vindicates to itfelf the one, but as beautiful, intellec?, in which the 
beautiful firt fubfifts; and as purifying the eye of the foul, and exciting its moft divine part. 
But he extends the road through dialectic as irreprehenfible and moft expedient; being connate, 
indeed, with things, but employing many powers for the apprehenfion of truth ; imitating intel- 
le&t, from which alfo it receives its principles, but beautifully extending through well-ordered 
gradations to true being, and giving refpite to the wandering about fenfibles ; and laitly, cx- 
ploring every thing by methods which cannot be confuted, till it arrives at the occult refidence of 
the one and the good. 

But when Parmenides fays, ‘if you do not truth will elude your purfuit,” he manifefts the 
danger which threatens us from rath and difordered impulfe to things inacceflible to the unex- 
ercifed, and this is no other than falling from the whole of truth. For an orderly progreflion is 
that which makes our afcent fecure and irreprehenfible. Hence, Proclus adds, the Chaldzan 
oracle fays, “ that Divinity is never fo much turned from man, and never fo much fends us novel 
paths, as when we make our afcent to the moft divine of {peculations or works in a confufed and 
.difordered manner, and, as it adds, with unbathed feet, and with unhallowed lips. For, of se 
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while you are young more and more exercife yourfelf in that {cience, which 
appears ufelefs to the many, and is called by them empty loquacity ; for if 
you do not, the truth will elude your purfuit. 

That Socrates then faid, What method of exercife * is this, O Parme- 
nides? And that Parmenides replied, It is that which you have heard Zeno 
employing: but befides this, while you was fpeaking with Zeno, I admired 
your afferting that you not only fuffered yourfelf to contemplate the wander- 
ing? which fubfifts about the objects of fight, but likewife that which takes 


place 


that are thus negligent, the progreflions are imperfe&t, the impulfes are vain, and the paths are 
blind.” Being perfuaded, therefore, both by Plato and the oracles, we fhould always afcend 
through things more proximate to us to fuch as are more excellent, and from things more fubore 
dinate, through mediums, to fuch as are more elevated. 

3 If again, fays Proclus, Parmenides calls this diale€tic an exercife (yupzvacia), not being argu- 
mentative, we ought not to wonder. For every logical difcurfus, and the evolution itfelf of the- 
orems, confidered with reference to an intellectual life, is an exercife. For as we call endurance 
an exercife, with reference to fortitude, and continence, with refpect to temperance, fo every 
logical theory may be called an exercife with reference to intellectual knowledge. The fcientific 
difcurfus, therefore, of the dianoétic power, which is the bufinefs of dialeétic, is a dianoétic ex- 
ercife preparatory to the moft fimple intelle€tion of the foul. 

2 Again, in thefe words Parmenides evinces his admiration of the aftonifhment of Socrates 
about intelligibles and immaterial forms: for he fays that he admires his transferring the dialectic 
power from fenfibles to intelligibles; and he alfo adds the caufe of this. For things which are 
efpecially apprehended by reafon, or the fummit of the dianoétic part (for fuch is the meaning 
of reafon in this place), are intelligibles ; fince Timæus alfo fays that the reafon about fenfibles 
is not firm and ftable, but conjectural, but that the reafon which is employed about intelligibles 
is immovable and cannot be confuted. For fenfibles are not accurately that which they are taid 
to be ; but intelligibles having a proper fubfiftence, are moreable to be known. But, after an- 
other manner, it may. be faid that intelligible forms are efpecially known by reafon, and this by 
beginning from the gnoftic powers. For fenfe has no knowledge whatever of thefe forms; the 
phantafy receives figured images of them; opinion logically apprehends them, and without figure, 
but at the fame time poffefles the various, and is, in fhort, naturally adapted alone to know that, 
and not why, they are. Hence, the fummit of our dianoétic part is the only fufficient {peculator 
of forms: and hence Timzus fays that true being is apprehended by intelli,ence in conjunction 
with reafon. So that forms, properly fo called, are juftly faid to be efpecially apprehended by 
reafon. For all fenfible things are partial; fince every body is partial: for no body is capable 
of being all things, nor of fubfifting impartibly, in a multitude of particulars. Phyfical forms 
verge to bodies, and ate divided about them; and the forms belonging to the foul participate of 
variety, and fall fhort of the fimplicity of intelle€tual forms. Hence, fuch forms as are called 
intelleCtual and intelligible, and are moft remote from matter are efpecially to be apprehended by 
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place in fuch things as are efpecially apprehended by reafon, and which fome 
one may confider as having a real fubiiftence. For it appears to me (faid 
Socrates), that after this manner it may without difficulty be proved, that 
there are both fimilars and difffmilars, or any thing elfe which it is the pro 
vince of beings to fuffer. That Parmenides replied, You {peak well: but 
it is neceflary that, befides this, you fhould not only confider if each of the 
things fuppofed is*, what will be the confequences from the hypothefis, but 

likewife 


reafon. The diale€tic wandering, therefore, is neceffary to the furvey of thefe forms, exercifing 
and fitting us, like the preparatory part of the myfteries, for the vifion of thefe fplendid beings. 
Nor mutt we by this wandering underftand, as we have before obferved, a merely logical dif- 
curfus about matters of opinion, but the whole of dialectic, which Plato in the Republic calls 
the defenfive inclofure of difciplines, and which, in the evolutions of arguments, exercifes us te 
the more accurate intelle€tion of immaterial and feparate natures. 

Nor muft we wonder, fays Proclus, that Plato calls fcientific theory wandering : for it is fo 
denominated with reference to pure intelligence, and the fimple apprehenfion of intelligibles. 
And what wonder is it, fays he, if Plato calls a progreflion of this kind wandering, fince fome of 
thofe pofterior to him have not refufed to denominate the variety of intclle€tions in intelle€t a 
wandering ; for though the intelligence in intelle&t is immutable, yet it is at the fame time one and 
multiplied, through the multitude of intelligibles. And why is it requifite to {peak concerning 
intelleét, fince thofe who energize in the higheft perfeCtion from a divine afflatus, are accuftomed 
to fveak of the wanderings of the Gods themfelves, not only of thofe in the heavens, but alfo of 
thofe that are denominated intellectual; obfcurely fignifying by this their progreMion, their being 
prefent to all fecondary natures, and their prolific providence as far as to the laft of things. For 
they fay that every thing which proceeds into multitude wanders; but that the inerratic alone 
fubfifts in the {table and uniform. Wandering, indeed, appears to fignify four things, either a 
multitude of energies, though they may all fubfift together, or a tranfitive multitude, like the in- 
telle€tions of the foul, or a multitude proceeding from oppofites to oppofites, or a multitude of 
difordered motions. The dialectic exercife is called a wandering according to the third of thefe, 
in confequence of proceeding through oppofite hypothefes. So that ifpthere is any thing which 
energizes according to one immutable energy, this is truly inerratic. 

' It appears to me, fays Proclus, to be well faid by the antients that Plato has given perfeCion 
in this dialogue to the writings both of Zeno and Parmenides, producing the dialeétic exercife 
of the former to both oppofites, and elevating the theory of the latter to true being. We thall 
find, therefore, the perfe€tion of the writings of Parmenides in the following part of this dia- 
logue, which contains nine hypothefes concerning the one; but we may perceive the perfection of 
Zeno’s writings in what is now faid In addition, therefore, to what we have already delivered re- 
fpecting the dialeCtic of Zeno in the preceding Introduction, we fhall fubjoin from Proclus the 
following obfervations. The difcourfe of Zeno having fuppofed the multitude of forms teptrate 


from the one, collects the abfurdities which tollow from this hypothefis, and this by confdcring 
what 
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Jikewife what will refult from fuppofing that it 7s not, if you with to be more 
exercifed in this affair. How do you mean ! (faid Socrates)? As if (faid 


Parmenides) 


what follows, and what follows and does not follow: for he colleéts that they are fimilar and not 
fimilar ; and proceeds in a fimilar manner refpecting the one and the many, motion and perma- 
nency. Parmenides, however, thinks it fit that in diale€tic inveftigations it fhould not only 
be fuppofed if the one is, but alfo if it is not, and to fpeculate what will happen from this hypo- 
thefis; as, for inftance, not only if fimilitude is, but alfo if it is not, what will happen, either as 
confequent, or as not confequent, or as confequent and at the fame time not confequent. But 
his reafon for making fuch an addition is this: if we only fuppofe that a thing is, and difcover 
what will be the confequence of the hypothefis, we fhall not entirely difcover that of which the 
thing fuppofed is effentially the caufe ; but if we can demonftrate in addition to this, that if it is 
not, this very fame thing will no longer follow which was the confequence of its being fuppofed 
to have a fubfiftence, then it becomes evident to us that if the one is, the other is alfo. 


Some 


1 Socrates not being able to apprehend the whole method fynoptically delivered, through what 
has been previoutly faid, requefts Parmenides to unfold it more clearly. Parmenides accordingly 
again gives a fpecimen of this method logically and fynoptically : comprehending in eight the 
four and twenty modes which we have already mentioned in the Introduction to this dialogue. 
For, he affumes, if it happens, and if it follows and does not follow, and both thefe conjoined ; 
fo that again we may thus be able to triple the eight modes. But let us concifely confider, with 
Proclus, thefe eight modes in the hypothefis of Zeno :—If, then, the many have a fubfiftence, there 
will fimply happen to the many with refpedt to themfelves to be feparated, not to be principles, 
to fubfift difimilarly. But to the many with refpect to the one there will happen, to be compre- 
hended by zbe one, to be generated by it, and to participate of fimilitude and union from it. To 
the one there will happen, to have dominion over the many, to be participated by them, to fubfift 
prior to them ; and this with refpect to the many. But to she one with refpect to itfelf there will 
happen the impartible, the unmultiplied, that which is better than being, and life, and knowledge ; 
and every thing of this kind. 

Again, if the many is not, there will happen to the many with refpe&t to themfelves the 
unfeparated and the undivided from each other: but to the many with refpe€t to the one, a fub- 
fiftence unproceeding from the one, a privation of difference with refpect to the one. To the 
ene with refpect to itfelf there will happen the pofleffion of nothing efficacious and perfect in its 
own nature; for if it poffeffed any thing of this kind it would generate the many. To the one 
with refpe€t to the many, not to be the leader of multitude, and not to operate any thing in the 
many. 

Hence, we may conclude, that the one is every where that which makes multitude to be one thing, 
is the caufe of, and has dominion over, multitude. And here you may fee that the tranfition is 
from the obje&t of inveftigation to its caufe ; for fuch is the one. It is requifite, therefore, that 
always after many difcuffions and hypothefes there fhould be a certain fummary deduction, (x«pa- 
raiovpevov.) For thus Plato, through all the intelleétual conceptions, fhows that the one gives fub- 
fiftence to all things, and to the unities in beings, which we fay is the end of the dialogue. 
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Parmenides) you fhould with to exercife yourfelf in this hypothefis of Zeno, 
if there are many things, what ought to happen both to the many with refer- 
ence to themfelves, and to the one; and to the one with refpect to itfelf, and 


to the many: and again, if many are not, to confider what will happen both 
to the one and to the many, as well to themfelves as to each other. And 
again, if he fhould fuppofe if fimzltude * is, or if it is not, what will happen 


from 


Some one, however, may probably inquire how it is poffible for any thing to happen to that 
which is not. And how can that be the recipient of any thing which has no fubfiftence what- 
ever? To this we reply, that zon-being, as we learn in the Sophifta, is either that which in no 
refpect has a fubfiftence (ro undaun undauws cv), or it is privation, for by itfelf it is not, but has 
an accidental being ; or it is matter, for this is not, as being formlefs, and naturally indefinite ; 
or it is every thing material, as that which has an apparent being, but properly is not; or, further 
ftill, it is every thing fenfible, for this is continually converfant with generation and corruption, 
but never truly is. Prior to thefe, alfo, there is non-being in fouls, according to which they are 
likewife faid to be the firft of generated natures, and not to belong to thofe true beings which 
rank in intelligibles. And prior to fouls, there is the non-being in intelligibles themfelves, and 
this is the firft difference of beings, as we are taught by the Sophifta, and which as we there learn 
is not lefs than being itfelf. Laftly, beyond all thefe is the non-being of that which is prior to 
being, which is the caufe of all beings, and is exempt from the multitude which they contain. 
If, therefore, non-being may be predicated in fo many ways, it is evident that what has not in 
any refpect being, can never become the fubject of hypothefis: for it is not poffible to fpeak of 
this, nor to have any knowledge of it, as the Eleatean gueft in the Sophifta hows, confirming 
the affertion of Parmenides concerning it. But when we fay that the many is not, or that the one 
is not, or that foul is not, we fo make the negation, as that each of thefe is fomething elfe, but 
is not that particular thing, the being of which we deny. And thus the hypothefis does not lead 
to that which in no refpeét has a fubfiftence, but to that which partly is, and partly is not: for, 
in fhort, negations are the progeny of intelle€tual difference. Hence, a thing is not a horfe, be- 
caufe it is another thing; and, through this, it is not man, becaufe it is fomething elfe. And Plato 
in the Sophifta on this account fays, that when we fay non-being, we only affert an ablation of 
being, but not the contrary to being, meaning by contrary, that which is moft diftant from being, 
and which perfeétly falls from it. So that when we fay a thing is not, we do not introduce that 
which in no refpeét has a being, nor when we make non-being the fubjeé of hypothefis do we 
fuppofe that which is in no refpeét is, but we fignify as much of non-being as is capable of being 
known and expreffed by words.—For an account of the Eleatic method of reafoning which Plato 
here delivers, fee the Introdu€tion to this dialogue. 

z If fimilitude is, fays Proclus, there will happen to itfelf with refpect to itfelf, the monadic, 
the perpetual, the prolific, and the primary. But, with refpedt to fenfibles, the affimilation of 
them to intelligibles, the not fuffering them to fall into the place of difimilitude, and the cone 
junction of parts with their wholenefles. To fenfibles with refpect to themfelves there will hape 
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from each hypothefis, both to the things fuppofed and to others, and to 
themfelves and to each other; and the fame method of proceeding muft 


take place concerning the aifimilar, motion" and Lermanency, genera- 
tion 


pen, a communion with each other, a participation of, and a rejoicing in, each other. For fimi- 
lars rejoice in, are copaflive, and are mingled with fimilars. But with refpe& to fimilitude there 
will happen a participation of it, an affimilation with, and union according to, it. 

But if fimilitude is not, there will happen to itfelf according to itfelf the uneffential, the neither 
poffefling prolific power, nor a primary effence. But with refpect to others not to have dominion 
over them, not to make them fimilar to themfelves according to form, but rather in conjun&ion 
with itfelf to take away the fimilar which is in them; for the principle of fimilars not having a 
{ubfiftence, neither will thefe be fimilar. But to fenfibles with refpect to themfelves there will 
happen the immovable, the unmingled, the unfympathetic. But with refpeét to it, neither to be 
fafhioned by form according to it, nor to be connected by it. 

In like manner we fay with refpect to the diflimilar. For if diffimilitude is, there will happen 
to itfelf with refpeét to itfelf to be a form pure, immaterial and uniform, poflefing multitude to- 
gether with unity; but with refpect to other things, I mean fenfibles, a caufe of the definite cir- 
cumfcription and divifion in each. To other things with refpect to themfelves there will happen, 
that each will preferve its proper idiom and form without confufion; but with refpeét to it, to be 
fufpended from it, and to be adorned both according to wholes and parts by it. But if diffimili- 
tude is not, it will neither be a pure and immaterial form, nor, in fhort, one and not one, nor will 
it poflefs, with refpe&t to other things, a caufe of the feparate effence of each; and other things 
will poffefs an all-various confufion in themfelves, and will not be the participants of one power 
which gives feparation to wholes. 

From thefe things, therefore, we collect that fimilitude is the caufe of communion, fympathy, 
and commixture to ferfibles; but diflimilitude of feparation, production according to form, and 
unconfufed purity of powers in themfelves. For thefe things follow the pofitions of fimilitude 
and diffimilitude, but the contraries of thefe from their being taken away. 

t If motion is, there will happen to itfelf with refpe& to itfelf the eternal, and the poffeffion of 
infinite power; but to itfelf, with refpect to things which are here, to be motive of them, the 
vivific, the caufe of progreflion, and of various energies. But to thefe things with refpect to 
themfelves there will happen, the energetic, the vivific, the mutable; for every thing material 
paffes from a fubfiftence in capacity, to a fubfiftence in energy. To other things with refpect 
to motion there will happen, to be perfeéted by it, to partake of its power, to be affimilated 
through it to things eternally ftable. For things which are incapable of obtaining good ftably, 
participate of it through motion. 

But if motion is not, it will be inefficacious, fluggifh, and without power; it will not be a 
caule of things which are here ; will be void of motive powers, and a producing eflence. And 
things which are here will be uncoordinated, indefinite and imperfect, firt motion not having 


a fubfiftence. 
In like manner with refpe& to permanency, if it is, there will happen to itfelf with reference 
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tion Ì and corruption, being and non-being: and, in one word, conterning 
every 


to itfelf, the ftable, the eternal, and the uniform. But to other things with refpect to them- 
felves, that each will abide in its proper boundaries, and will be firmly eftanlifhed in the fame 
places or meafures. To other things with refpeét to it there will happen, to be every way 
bounded and fubdued by it, and to partake of ftability in being. But if it is not, there will 
happen to itfelf with refpeét to itfelf, the inefficacious, and the unftable. To itfelf with refer- 
ence to other things, not to afford them the ftable, the fecure, and the firm; but to other things 
with refpe& to themfelves the much wandering, the uneftablifhed, the imperfe&t, an.. the being 
deprived of habitation; and to other things with refpeét to it, neither to be fubfervicnt to its 
meafures, nor to partake of being according to it, but to be borne along in a perfectly difordered 
manner, that which conneéts and eftablifhes them, not having a fubfiftence. Motion itfelf, 
therefore, is the fupplier of efficacious power, and multiform life and energy ; but permanency, 
of firmnefs and ftability, and an eftablifhment in proper boundaries. 

t Let us now confider, fays Proclus, prior to thefe, whence generation and corruption origi- 
nate, and if the caufes of thefe are to be placed in ideas. Or is not this indeed neceffary, not 
only becaufe thefe rank among things perpetual (for neither is it pofhdle for generation not to be, 
nor for corruption to be entirely diffolved, but it is neceflary that thefe fhould coniubift with 
each other in the univerfe, fo far as it is perpetual) but this is alfo requifite, becaufe generation 
participates of effence and being, but corruption of non-being. For every thing fo far as it is 
generated is referred to effence, and partakes of being, but fo far as it is corrupted, it is referred 
to non-being, and 2 mutation of the is to another form. For through this it is corrupted from 
one thing into another, becaufe non-being prefubfifts which gives divifion to forms. And as in 
intelligibles, non-being is not lefs than being, as is afferted by the Eleatean gueft, fo here cor- 
ruption is not lefs than generation, nor does it lefs contribute to the perfection of the univerfe. 
And as there, that which participates of being enjoys alfo non-being, and non-bzing partakes of 
being, fo here that which is in generation, or in pafling into being, is alfo the recipicnt of corrup- 
tion, and that which is corrupcing, of generation. Being, therefore, and non-being, are the caufes 
of generation and corruption. 

But it is requifite to exercife ourfelves after the fame manner with refpect to thefe. In the 
firft place, then, if generation is, it is in itfelf imperfect, and is the caufe to others of an affimi- 
lation to eflence. But there will happen to other things with refpect to themfelves, a mutation 
from each other: and to other things with refpeét to generation, there will happen a perpetual 
participation of it, in confequence of its fubfifting in them. But if generation is not, it will be 
itfelf, not the obje€&t of opinion; and with refpect to other things it will not be the form of any 
thing, nor the caufe of order and perfection to any thing; but other things will be unbegotten 
and impaffive, and will have no communion with it, nor participate through it of being. 

In like manner with refpeét to corruption: If corruption is, there will happen to itfelf with 
refpect to itfelf, the never failing, infinite power, and a fullnefs of non-being; but to itlelf with 
refpeét to other things, the giving meafure to being, and the caufe of perpetual generation. But 
to other things with refpe& to themfelves, there will happen a flowing into each other, and an 
inability of conneting themfelves. And to other things with refpect to corruption there will 
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every thing which is fuppofed either to be‘ or nor to be, or influenced in 
any manner by any other paffion, it is neceflary to confider the confe- 
quences 


happen, to be perpetually changed by it, to have non-being conjoined with being, and to parti- 
cipate of corruption totally. But if corruption is not, there will happen to itfelf with refpeé to 
itfelf, that it will not be fubvertive of itfelf; for not having a fubfiflence, it will fubvert itfelf with 
refpeét to other things. To itfelf, with reference to other things there will happen, that it wilf 
not diffipate them, nor change them into each other, nor dilacerate being and effence. To other 
things with refpeét to themfelves there will happen, the not being changed into each other, the 
not being paflive to each other, and that each will preferve the fame order. But to other things 
with refpe& to it there will happen, the not being paflive to it. The peculiarity, therefore, of 
generation is to move to being, but of corruption to lead from being. For this we infer from 
the preceding hypothefes, (ince it has appeared to us that admitting their exiftence, they are the 
caufes of being and non-being to other things; and that being fubverted they introduce a 
privation of motion and mutation. 

1 We engage, fays Proclus, in the inveftigation of things in a twofold refpe€&l, contemplating 
at one time if a thing is or is not, and at another time, if this particular thing is prefent with it, 
or is not prefent, as in the inquiry if the foul is immortal. For here we muft not only confider 
all that happens to the thing fuppofed, with refpect to itfelf and other things, and to other things 
with refpe& to the thing fuppofed, but alfo what happens with reference to fubfiftence and non- 
fubfiftence. Thus, for inftance, if the foul is immortal, its virtue will have a connate life, fufh- 
cient to felicity; and this will happen to itfelf with refpeét to itfelf. But to itfelf with refpec 
to other things there will happen, to ufe them as inftruments, to provide for them feparately, 
to impart life to them. In the fecond place, to other things with refpeét to themfelves there 
will happen, that things living and dead will be generated from each other, the poffeflion of an 
adventitious immortality, the circle of generation ; but to other things with refpeét to it, to be 
adorned by it, to participate of a certain felf-motion, and to be fufpended from it, in living. 

But if the foul is not immortal, it will not be felf-motive, it will not be intelleCtual effentially, 
it will not be felf-vital; nor will its difciplines be reminifcenecs. It will be corrupted by its own 
proper evil, and will not hare a knowledge of true beings. And thefe things will happen to 
itfelf with refpect to itfelf. But to itfelf with refpect to others there will happen, to be mingled 
with bodies and material natures, to have no dominion over itfelf, to be incapable of leading 
cthers as it pleafes, to be fubfervient to che temperament of bodies ; and all its life will be cor- 
poreal, and converfant with generation. To other things with refpeét to themfelves there wil! 
happen, fuch a habit as that which confifts from entelecheia and body. For there will alone be 
animals compofed from an indefinite life and bodies. But to other things with refpect to it 
there will happen, to be the leaders of it, to change it together with their own motions, and to 
poffefs it in themfelves, and not externally governing them, and to live in conjunction with and 
not from it. You fee, therefore, that after this manner we difcover by the dialectic art the 
mode, not only how we may be able to fuppofe if a thing is and is not, but any other paffion 
which it may fuffer, fuch as the being immortal or not immortal. 

4 Since, 
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quences both to itfelf and to each individual of other things, which you 
may felect for this purpofe, and towards many, and towards all things ina 
fimilar manner; and again, how other things are related to them{elves, and 


to another which you eftablifh, whether you confider that which is the 
fubject 


Since, however we may confider the relation of one thing to another varioufly; for we may 
either confider it with reference to one thing only, as for inftance, how fimilitude, if it is fuffpofed 
to be, fubfifts with refpect to diffimilitude; or, we may confider it with refpect to more than 
one thing, as for inftance, how effence, if fuppofed to be, is with reference to permanency and 
motion; or with refpect to all things, as, if the one is, how it fubfifts with reference to all 
things,—this being the cafe, Plato does not omit this, but adds, That it is requifite to confider 
the confequences with refpect to one thing only, which you may felect for this purpofe, and 
towards many, and towards all things in a fimilar manner. 

It is neceffary indeed that this one, or thofe many fhould be allied to the thing propofed, for 
inftance, as the fimilar to the diffimilar: for thefe are coordinate to each other. And motion 
and reft to effence: for thefe are contained in and fubfft about it. But if the difference with 
refpect to another thing, is with refpeét to one thing, to many things, and to all things, and we 
fay there are twenty four modes, afluming in one way only a fubfiftence with reference to 
another, this is not wonderful. For difference with refpect to another thing pertains to matter; 
but we propofe to deliver the form of the dialectic method, and the formal but not the material 
differences which it contains. 

Obferve, too, that Plato adds, that the end of this exercife is the perception of truth. We 
muft not, therefore, confider him as fimply fpeaking of fcientific truth, but of that which is in- 
telligible, or which in other words, fubfiits according to a fupereffential charaCteriftic: for the 
whole of our life is an exercife to the vifion of this, and the wandering through dialectic haftens 
to that as its port. Hence Plato in a wonderful manner ufes the word dicperdai to look through : 
for fouls obtain the vifion of intelligibles through many mediums. 

But again, that the method may become perfpicuous to us from another example, let us invefti- 
gate the four-and-twenty modes in providence. If then providence is, there will follow to itfelf 
with refpeét to irfelf, the beneficent, the infinitely powerful, the efficacious ; but there will not 
follow, the fubverfion of itfelf, the privation of counfel, the unwilling. That which follows and 
does not follow is, that it is one and not one. There will follow to itfelf with refpeét to other 
things, to govern them, to preferve every thing, to poffefs the beginning and the end of all things, 
and to bound the whole of fenfibles. That which does not follow is, to injure the objects of 
its providential care, to fupply that which is contrary to expectation, to be the caufe of diforder. 
There will follow and not follow, the being prefent to all things, and an exemption from 
them; the knowing and not knowing them: for it knows them in a different manner, and 
not with powers coordinate to the things known. ‘There will follow to other things with 
refpeét to themfelves, to fuffer nothing cafually from each other, and that nothing will be 


injured by any thing. ‘There will not follow, that any thing pertaining to them will be from 
o 2 fortune, 
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fubject of your hypothefis as having a fubfiftence or as not fubfifting; if, 
being perfectly exercifed, you defign through proper media to perceive the 
truth. 


That Socrates then faid, You fpeak, O Parmenides, of an employment 
which it is impoffible to accomplifh, nor do I very much underftand what 
you mean; but why do you not eftablifh a certain hypothefis yourfelf, and 
enter. on its difcuffion, that I may be the better inftruéted in this affair? 


fortune, and the being uncoordinated with each other. There will follow and not follow, that 
all things are good; for this will partly pertain to them and partly not. To other things 
with refpe& to it there will follow, to be fufpended from it, on all fides to be guarded and 
benefited by it. There will not follow, an oppofition to it, and the pofhibility of efcaping it. 
For there is nothing fo fmall that it can be concealed from it, nor fo elevated that it cannot be 
vanquithed by it. There will follow and not follow, that every thing will participate of pro- 
vidence: for in one refpeét they partake of it, and in another not of it, but of the goods which 
are imparted to every thing from it. 

But let providence not have a fubfiftence, again there will follow to itfelf with refpect to 
itfelf, the imperfect, the unprolitic, the inefficacious, a fubfiftence for itfelf alone. There will. 
not follow, the unenvying, the tran(cendently full, the fufficient, the affiduous. There will 
follow and not follow, the unfolicitous, and the undifturbed: for in one refpect thefe will be 
prefent with that which does not providentially energize, and in another refpect will not, in con- 
fequence of fecondary natures not being governed by it. But it is evident that there will follow 
to itfelf with refpeét to other things, the unmingled, the privation of communion with all things; 
the not knowing any thing. ‘There will not follow, the affimilating other things to itfelf, and 
the imparting to all things the good that is ft. There will follow and not follow, the being de- 
firable to other things: for this in a certain refpect is pofhible and not poffible. For, if it fhould. 
be faid, that through a tranfcendency exempt from all things, it does not providentially energize, 
nothing hinders but that it may be an object of defire to all fecondary natures; but yet, confi- 
dered as deprived of this power, it will not be defirable. To other things with refpect to them- 
felves there will follow, the unadorned, the cafual, the indefinite in paflivity, the reception of 
many things adventitious in their natures, the being carried in a confufed and difordered man- 
ner. There will not follow,. an allotment with refpect to one thing, adiftribution according to 
merit, and a fubfiftence according to intelleét. There will follow and not follow, the being good = 
for, fo far as they are heings, they muft neceflarily be good :.and yet, providence not having a fub- 
fiftence, it cannot be faid whence they poffefs good. But to other things with refpedt to providence 
there will follow, the not being paflive to it, and the being uncoordinated with refpeét to it. 
There will not follow, the being meafured and bounded by it. There will follow and not fol- 
low, the being ignorant of it : for it is neceffary they fhould know that it is not, if it is not. And: 
it is alfo neceflary that they fhould not know it; for there is nothing common to them with re-. 
fpe& to providence. 


That 
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That Parmenides replied, You affign, O Socrates, a mighty labour’ to a 
man fo old as myfelf! Will you, then, O Zeno (faid Socrates), difcufs 


fomething 


t By this Plato indicates that the enfuing difcourfe contains much truth, as Proclus well ob- 
ferves: and if you confider it with relation to the foul, you may fay that it is not proper for one 
who is able to perceive intellectually divine natures, to energize through the garrulous phantafy 
and body, but fuch a one fhould abide in his elevated place of furvey, and in his peculiar man- 
ners. It is laborious, therefore, for him who lives intellectually to energize logically and imagina- 
tively, and for him who is converted to himfelf, to dire€& his attention to another; and to fimpli- 
city of knowledge the variety of reafons is arduous. Ft is alfo laborious to an old man to fwim 
through fuch a fea of arguments. The affertion alfo has much truth, if the fubje¢ts themfelves are 
confidered. For frequently univerfal canons are eafily apprehended, but no fmall difficulty pre- 
fents itfelf to thofe that endeavour to ufe them ; as is evident in the lemmas of geometry, which 
are founded on univerfal affertions. Proclus adds, that the difficulty of this dialeétic method in 
the ufe of it is evident, from no one after Plato having profeffedly written upon it; and on this 
account, fays he, we have endeavoured to illuftrate it by fo many examples. 

For the fake of the truly philofophic reader, therefore, I fhail fubjoin the following fpecimen 
of the diale€tic method, in addition to what has been already delivered on the fubjeét. The im- 
portance of fuch illuftrations, and the difficulty with which the compofition of them is attended, 
will, I doubt not, be a fufficient apology for its appearing in this place. It is extracted, as welt 
as the preceding, from the admirable MS. commentary of Proclus on this dialogue. 

Let it then be propofed to confider the confequences of admitting or denying the perpetual ex- 
iftence of foul. 

If then feul always is, the confequences fo itfef, with refpeé to itfelf, are, the felf-motive, the 
felf-vital, and the felf-fubfiftent: but she things which do net follow to itfef with refpe to itfelf, 
are, the deflruétion of itfelf, the being perfe@ly ignorant, and knowing nothing of itfelf. The 
eonfequences which follow and do net feliow are the indivifible and the divifible*, (for in a cer- 
tain refpect it is divifible, and in a certain refpect indivifisle), perpetuity and non-perpetuity of 
being; for fo far as it communicates with intellect, it is eternal, but fo far as it verges to a cor- 
pereal nature, it is mutable. 

Again, if foul is, the confequences to itelf with refpeE? to other things, i. e. bodies, are commu- 
nication of motion, the conneting of bodies, as long as it is prefent with them, together with 
dominion over bodies, according to nature. That which does not follow, is to move externally ; for 
it is the property of animated natures to be moved inwardly; and to be the caufe of reft and im- 
mutability to bodies. The confequences which fallow and do not follow, are, to be prefent to bodies, 
and yet to be prefent feparate from them; for foul is prefent to them, by its prowdential energies, 
but is exempt from them by its efence, becaufe this is inccrporeal. And this is the firft hexad. 

The fecond hexad is as follows: if foul is, the confequence to other things, i. e. bodies with refpelt 
to themjelves, is fympathy ; for, according to a vivific caufe, bodies fympathize with each other. 


æ For foul, according to Plato, fub/ifts between inte‘le@ and a corporeal nature; the former of which is 
perfectly indivifble, and the latter perfectly divifible. But 
u 
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fomething for us? And then Pythodorus related that Zeno, laughing, faid— 


We muft requeft Parmenides, O Socrates, to engage in this undertaking ; 
for, 


But that which dees not follow, is the non-fenfitive ; for, in confequence of there being fuch a thing 
as foul, all things muft neceflarily be fenfitive: fome things peculiarly fo, and others as parts of 
the whole. The confequences which follow and do not follow to bodies with re/pelt to toemfelves are, that 
in a certain refpect they move themfelves, through being animated, and in a certain refpect do 
not move themfelves: for there are many modes of felf-motion. 

Again, if foul is, the confequences to bodies with refpeé to foul are, to be moved internally and vi- 
vified by foul, to be preferved and connected through it, and to be entirely fufpended from it. 
The confequences which do not follow are, to be diffipated by foul, and to be filled from it with a 
privation of life; for bodies receive from foul life and conneétion. The confequences which follow 
and do not follow are, that bodies participate, and do not participate of foul; for fo far as foul is 
prefent with bodies, fo far they may be faid to participate of foul; but fo far as it is feparate from 
them, fo far they do not participate of foul. And this forms the fecond hexad. 

The third hexad is as follows: if foul is not, the confequences to it/elf with refpel? ta itfelf are, 
the non-vital, the uneffential, and the non-intellectual ; for, not having any fubfiftence, it has 
neither effence, nor life, nor iotelle&t. The confequences which do not follow are, the ability to pres 
ferve itfelf, to give fubfiftence to, and be motive of, itfelf, with every thing elfe of this kind. 
The confequences which follow and do not fellow are, the unknown and the irrational. For not hav- 
ing a fubfiftence, it is in a certain refpet unknown and irrational with refpe& to itfelf, as neither 
reafoning nor having any knowledge of itfelf; but in another refpect, it is neither irrational nor 
unknown, if it is confidered as a certain nature, which is not rational, nor endued with know- 
ledge. 

Again, if foul is not, the confequences which follow to itfelf with refpec to bodies are, to be unpro- 
lific of them, to be unmingled with, and to employ no providential energies about, them. The 
confequences which do not foliow are, to move, vivify, and connect bodies. The confequences which 
follow and do not follow are, that it is different from bodies, and that it does not communicate 
with them. For this in a certain refpect is true, and not true; if that which is not foul is confi- 
dered as having indeed 2 being, but unconnected with foul: for thus it is different from bodies, 
fince thefe are perpetually conneéted with foul. And again, it is not different from bodies, fo 
far as it has no fubfiltence, and is not. And this forms the third hexad. 

In the fourth place, then, if foul is not, the confequences to bodies with rejpe to themfelves are, 
the immovable, privation of difference according to life, and the privation of fympathy to each 
other. The confequences which do not follow are, a fenfible knowledge of each other, and to be 
moved from themfelves. That which follows and docs not follow is, to be paflive to each other ; 
for in one refpe& they would be paflive, and in another not; fince they would be alone corpo- 
really and not vitally pafiive. 

Again, if foul is not, the confequences to other things with refpeG to it are, not to be taken care of, 
nor to be moved by foul. The confequernces which do not follow are, to be vivified and connected 
by foul. The confequences which follow and do not follow are, to be affimilated and not affimilated 

to 
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for, as he fays, it is no trifling matter; or do you not fee the prodigious 
labour of fuch a difcuffion? If, therefore, many? were prefent, it would 
not 


to foul: for, fo far as foul having no fubfiftence, neither will bodies fubfift, fo far they will be 
affimilated to foul; for they will fuffer the fame with it; but fo far as it is impoflible for that 
which is not to be fimilar to any thing, fo far bodies will have no fimilirude to foul. And this 
forms the fourth and laft hexad. 

Hence we conclude, that foul is the caufe of life, fympathy, and motion to bodies; and, 
in fhort, of their being and prefervation: for foul fubfifting, thefe are at the fame time intro- 
duced; but not fubfifting, they are at the fame time taken away. 

1 It it unneceffary to obferve, that the moft divine of dogmas are unadapted to the ears of the 
many, fince Plato himfelf fays that all thefe things are ridiculous to the multitude, but thoughe 
worthy of admiration by the wife. Thus allo, fays Proclus, the Pythagoreans aflert, that of dif- 
courfes, fome are myftical, and others to be expofed in open day; and the Peripatetics, that fome 
are efcteric, and others exoteric ; and Parmenides himfelf wrote fome things according to truth, 
and others according to opinion; and Zeno calls fome difcourfes true, and others ufeful. “Ours 
Be xai Os Tivbayopetos Tuy Aoywv, Tous MEV EPATXOV Eves MUTTINOUS, TOUS de umaibp:ous, xat òi Ex TCU WEpITAaToV, 
TOUS LEV EOWTELIKOUS, TOUS os eLwrepixous, 21 AUTOS Tlapyevidus, TA MEV TES arrbeiav eypae, Ta de mpos doéav, 
xai ò Znvwv de Tous pev aarnbers Exares Tuy Aoywy, Tous CE xpEiwdets. 

The multitude therefore, fays Proclus, are ignorant how great the power is of dialectic, and 
that the end of this wandering is truth and imtelle&t. For it is not poffible for us to recur from 
things laft to fuch as are firft, except by a progreffion through the middle forms of life. For, as 
our defcent into the realms of mortality was effected through many media, the foul always pro- 
ceeding into that which is more compofite, in like manner our afcent mult be accomplifhed 
through various media, the foul refolving her compofite order of life. In the firft place, there- 
fore, it is requifite to defpife the fenfes, as able to know nothing accurate, nothing fane, but 
poffefling much of the confufed, the material, and the paffive, in confequence of employing cer- 
tain inftruments of this kind. After this it follows, that we fhould difmifs imaginations, thofe 
winged ftymphalidz of the foul, as alone poffefling a figured intellection of things, but by no means 
able to apprehend unfigured and impartible form, and as impeding the pure and immaterial in- 
telle€tion of the foul, by intervening and difturbing it in its inveftigations. In the third place, 
we muft entirely extirpate multiform opinions, and the wandering of the foul about thefe; for 
they are not converfant with the caufes of things, nor do they procure for us f{cience, nor the par- 
ticipation of a feparate intelle&t. In the fourth place, therefore, we muft haftily return to the 
great fea of the fciences, and there, by the affiftance of dialectic, furvey the divifions and compofi- 
tions of thefe, and, in fhort, the variery of forms in the foul, and through this furvey, enwcaving 
our vital order, behold our dianoétic part. After this, in the fifth place, it is requifite to feparate 
ourfelves from compofition, and contemplate by intellectual energy true beings: for inielledt is 
more excellent than fcience ; and a life according to intelleét is preferable to that which is accord- 
ing to fcience. Many, therefore, are the wanderings of the foul: for one of thefe is in imagina- 
tions, another in opinions, and a third in the diancétic power. But a life according to intellect 

is 
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not be proper to make fuch a requeft; for it is unbecoming, efpecially for 
an old man, to difcourfe about things of this kind before many witneffes. 
For the many are ignorant that, without this difcurfive progreffion and 
wandering through all things, it is impoffible, by acquiring the truth, to 
obtain the poffeffion of intellect. 1, therefore, O Parmenides, in conjunc- 
tion with Socrates, beg that vou would undertake a difcuffion, which I have 
not heard for a long time. But Zeno having made this requeft, Antiphon 
faid that Pythodorus related that he alfo, and Ariftotle, and the reft who 
were prefent, entreated Parmenides to exhibit that which he fpoke of, and 
not to deny their requeft. That then Parmenides faid, It is neceffary to 
comply with your entreaties, though I fhould feem to myfelf to meet with 
the fate of the Ibycean ? horfe, to whom as a courfer, and advanced in years, 
when about to contend in the chariot races, and fearing through experi- 
ence for the event, Ibycus comparing himfelf, faid—Tius alfo I that am fo 


is alone inerratic. And this is the myftic port of the foul, into which Homer conduéts Ulyffes, 
after an abundant wandering of life. 

* Parmenides, as Proclus beautifully obferves, well knew what the wandering of the foul is, not 
only in the fenfes, imaginations, and opinions, but alfo in the dianoétic evolutions of arguments. 
Knowing this, therefore, and remembering the labours he had endured, he is afraid of again de- 
{cending to fuch an abundant wandering ; like another Ulyffes, after paling through various 
regions, and being now in poffeffion of his proper good, when called to certain fimilar barbaric 
battles, he is averfe, through long experience, to depart from his own country, as remembering 
the difficulties which he fuftained in war, and his long extended wandering. Having, therefore, 
afcended to reafoning from phantafies and the fenfes, and to intelleét from reafoning. he is very 
properly afraid of a defcent to reafoning, and of the wandering in the dianoétic part, left he 
fhould in a certain refpe&t become oblivious, and fhould be drawn down to phantafy and fenfe. 
For the defcent from intelle€t is not fafe, nor is it proper to depart from things firft, left we fhould 
unconfcioufly abide in thofe of a fubordinate nature. Parmenides, therefore, being now efta- 
blifhed in the port of intelleét, is averfe again to defcend to a multitude of reafonings from an 
intelle@ual and fimple form of energy. At the fame time, however, he does defcend for the fake 
of benefitting fecondary natures ; for the very grace (xapis) itfelf is an imitation of the providence 
of the Gods. Such, therefore, ought the defcents of divine fouls from the intelligible to be, 
coming from divine natures, knowing the evils arifinz from wandering, and defcending for the 
benefit alone of fallen fouls, and not to fill up a life enamoured with generation, nor falling pro- 
foundly, nor agglutinating tl:emfelves to the indefinite forms of life. L only add, that !bycus, 
from whom Parmenides borrows his fimile of a horfe, was a Rheginenfian poet, and is mentioned 
by Cicero in Tulcul. Quæfion. lib. 4. Paufan. Corinth. lib. 2. Suidas and Erafmus in Adagiis. 
There are alfo two epigrams upon him in the Anthologia. i 

Olay 
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old, am compelled to return to the fubjells of my love; in like manner, I 
appear to myfelf to dread vehemently the prefent undertaking, when I call 
to mind the manner in which it is requifite to fwim over fuch, and fo great 
a fea of difcourfe: but yet it is neceflary to comply, efpecially as it is the 
requeft of Zeno, for we are one and the fame. Whence then fhall we 
begin? ; and what fhall we firit of all fuppofe? Are you willing, fince it 
feems we muft play a very ferious game, that I fhould begin from myftelf, 
and my own ° hypothefis, fuppofing concerning she one itfelf, whether the 

one 


* Parmenides, fays Proclus, defcending to the evolution of arguments, and to {cientifically- 
difcurfive energies from his intelle€tual place of furvey, and from a form of life without, to one 
with habitude, afks his participants whence he fhall begin, and from what hypothefis he fhall 
frame, his difcourfe; not fufpending his intelle& from their judgment; for it is not lawful that 
the energy of more excellent natures fhould be meafured from that of fuch as are fubordinate ; 
but converting them to himfelf, and exciting them to a perception of his meaning, that he may 
not infert arguments in the ftupid, as nature implants productive principles in bodies, but that 
he may lead them to themfelves, and that they may be impelled to being in conjunction with him. 
For thus intellect leads fouls, not only elevating them together with itfelf, but preparing them to 
afit themfelves. He exhorts, therefore, his participants to attend to themfelves, and to behold 
whence he begins, and through what media he proceeds, but does nor feek to learn from them 
what is proper on the occafion. That this is the cafe is evident from hence, that he does not 
wait for their anfwer, but difcourfes from that which appears to him to be bet. 

2 The one method of Parmenides affumes one hypothefis, and according to it frames the whole 
difcourfe, this hypothefis not being one of many, as it may appear to fome, but that which is 
comprehenfive of all hypothefes, and is one prior to the many. For it unfolds all beings, and 
the whole order of things, both intelligible and fenfible, together with the unities of them, and 
the one ineffable unity, the fountain of allthefe. For the one is the caufe of all things, and from 
this all things are generated in a confequent order from the hypothefis of Parmenides. But per- 
haps, fays Proclus, fome one may afk us how Parmenides, who in his poems fings concerning true 
or the one being, (to êv ov), calls the one his hypothefis, and fays that he fhall begin from this his 
proper principle. Some then have faid that, Parmenides making Zeing the whole fubje& of his 
difcuffion, Plato, finding that the one is beyond being and all effence, correéts Parmenides, and 
reprefents him beginning from the one. For, fay they, as Gorgias and Protagoras, and each of 
the other perfons in his dialogues, fpeak better in thofe dialogues than in their own writings, fo, 
likewife, Parmenides is more philofophic in Plato, and more profound, than in his own compofi- 
tions; fince in the former he fays, if the one is, it is not one being, as alone difcourfing concerning 
the one, and not concerning one being, or being characterized by the one; and in the following 
hypothefes he fays, if the one is not; and laftly, infers that if the ove is, or is not, all things are, 
and are not. Parmenides, therefore, being Platonic, calls that his hypothefis which Ba 
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one is, or whether it is not, what ought to be the confequence? That Zeno 
faid, By all means. Who then (faid Parmenides) will anfwer to me? Will 
the 


the one. In anfwer to this it may be faid that it is by no means wonderful if Parmenides in his 
poems appears to affert nothing concerning the one: for it is ineffable, and he in his poems gene- 
rates all beings from the firft being; but he might indicate fomething concerning it, fo far as 
this can be effected by difcourfe, in his unwritten converfations with Zeno. Very properly, there- 
fore, does he call this bufinefs concerning the one his own hypothefis. Proclus adds—if, how- 
ever, it be requifite to fpeak more truly, we may fay, with our preceptor Syrianus, that Parme- 
nides begins indeed from one being; (for the hypothefis, if the one is, having the is together with 
the one, belongs to this order of things); but that he recurs from one being to the one, clearly fhow- 
ing that rhe one, properly fo called, wills this alone, to be zke one, and hattily withdraws itfelf 
from being. He alfo fhows that one being is the fecond from this, proceeding to being through 
fubje€tion, but that she one itfelf is better than the is, and that if it 7s, together with the is, it no 
longer remains that which is properly tbe one. Hence, it is true that Parmenides makes true 
being, or the one being, the fubje& of his hypothefis, and alfo, that through this hypothefis he 
afcends to the one itfelf, which Plato in the Republic denominates unhypothetic : for it is ne- 
ceflary, fays he, always to proceed through hypothefes, that afcending, we may at length end in 
the unhypothetic one ; fince every hypothefis is from a certain other principle. But if any one 
fhould make the hypothefis the principle, we may fay to fucha one, with Plato, that where the 
principle is unknown, and the end and middle alfo confift from things that are unknown, it is 
not pofble that a thing of this kind can be fcience. The one alone, therefore, is the principle, 
and is unhypothetic ; fo that what is made the fubject of hypothefis is fomething elfe, and not 
the one. But Plato afcends from this to the cne, as from hypothefis to that which is unhypothetic. 
Whence alfo it appears that the manner in which Parmenides manages the difcourfe is admirable. 
For, if he had afflumed the unhypothetic as an hypothefis, and that which is without a principle as 
from a principle, he would not have followed the method which fays it is entirely neceflary to 
confider what is confequent to the hypothefis. Or, if he had not afflumed the one as an hypo 
thefis, but fome one of the things more remote from fe one, he could not eafily have made a 
tranfition to it, nor would he have unfolded to us fpontaneoufly and without violence the caufe 
prior to being. That the one, therefore, might remain unhypothetic, and that at the fame time 
he might recur from a certain proper hypothefis to the one, he makes the one being the fubject of his 
hypothefis, which proximately fubfifts after she one, and in which, perhaps, that which is properly 
the one primarily fubfifts, as we fhall fhow at the end of the firft hypothefis of this dialogue. And 
thus he fays that he begins from his own hypothefis, which is the one being, and this is, “ if the 
one is,” and transferring himfelf to the unhypothetic, which is near to this, he unfolds the fub- 
fiftence of alt beings from the unity which is exempt from all things. Whence, faying that he 
fhall make his own one the fubject of hypothefis, in evincing what things follow, and what do 
not follow, at one time as ufing the one alone, he demonftrates the is, employing affirmations ; 
but at another sime he aflumes, together with the one, the conception of the is. But he every 
whese 
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the youngeft among you do this? For the labour will be very little for him 
to an{wer what he thinks; and his anfwer will at the fame time afford me 
a time for breathing in this arduous inveftigation. That then Ariftotle 
faid, I am prepared to attend you, O Parmenides; for you may call upon 
me as being the youngeft. Afk me, therefore, as one who will anfwer you. 
That Parmenides faid, Let us then begin. If one" is, is it not true that 
the 


where reafons as looking to the one, either unparticipated, or participated, that he may fhow that all 
things are through the one, and that feparate from zke one, they and their very being are obliterated. 

t In the Introdu€tion to this Dialogue we have fpoken concerning the number, and unfolded 
the meaning of the hypothefis about the one; let us, therefore, with Proclus, difcufs a few par- 
ticulars refpecting principle, that we may more accurately underftand the nature of the one. 
The principle, therefore, of all beings and non-beings is called the one, fince to be united is good 
to all things, and is the greateft of goods; but that which is entirely feparated from the one ig 
evil, and the greateft of evils. For divifion becomes the caufe of diffimilitude, and a privation 
of fympathy, and of a departure from a fubfiftence according to nature. Hence the principle of 
wholes, as fupplying all things with the greateft of goods, is the fource of union to all things, and 
is on this account called the one. Hence, too, we fay that every principle, fo far as it is allotted 
this dignity in beings, is a certain enad or unity, and that what is moft united in every order 
ranks as firft, placing this principle not in parts, but in wholes, and not in fome one of the many, 
but in the monads conneétive of multitude ; and, in the next place, efpecially furveying it in 
the fummits, and that which is moft united in monads, and according to which they are conjoined 
with the ene, are deified, and fubfift without proceeding, in the one principle of all things. 

Thus, for inftance, (that we may illuftrate this do&trine by an example,) we perceive many caufes 
of light, fome of which are celeftial, and others fublunary ; for light proceeds to our terreftria! 
abode from material fire, from the moon, and from the other ftars, and this, fo as to be different 
according to the difference of its caufe. But if we explore the one monad of all mundane light, 
from which other lucid natures and fources of light derive their fubfiftence, we fhall find that it 
is no other than the apparent orb of the fun; for this orbicular body proceeds, as it is faid, from 
an occult and fupermundane order, and diffeminates in all mundane natures a light commenfurate 
with each. 

Shall we fay then that this apparent body is the principle of light? But this is cndued with 
interval, and is divifible, and light proceeds from the different parts which it contains ; but we are 
at prefent inveftigating the one principle of light. Shall we fay, therefore, that the ruling foul 
of this body generates mundane light? This indeed, produces light, but not primarily, for it js 
itfelf multitude: and light contains a reprefentation of a fimple and uniform fubfiftence. May 
not intellect, therefore, which is the caufe of foul, be the fountain of this light? Intellect, 
indeed, is more united than foul, but is not that which is properly and primarily the principle of 
light. It remains, therefore, that te one of this intellect, its fummit, and as it were flower, muft 
be the principle of mundane light: for this is properly the fun which reigns over the vifible place. 
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the one will not be many? For how can it be? It is neceffary, therefore, 
that 


and, according to Plato in the Republic, is the offspring of the good; fince every unity proceeds 
from thence, and every deity is the progeny of the unity of unities, and the fountain of the Gods. 
And as the good is the principle of light to intelligibles, in like manner the unity of the folar order 
is the principle of light to all vifible natures, and is analogous to the good, in which it is occultly 
eftablifhed, and from which it never departs. 

But this unity having an order prior to the folar intelle&t, there is alfo in intelle&t, fo far as 
intelle&t, an unity participated from this unity, which is emitted into it like a feed, and through 
which intellect is united with the unity or deity of the fun. This, too, is the cafe with the foul 
of the fun; for this through the one which fhe contains, is elevated through she one of intellect 
asa medium, to the deity of the fun. In like manner, with refpeét to the body of the fun, we 
muft underitand that there is in this a certain echo as it were, of the primary folar one. For it is 
neceffary that the folar body fhould participate of things fuperior to itfelf; of foul according to 
the life which is diffeminated in it; of intelle€t according to its form; and of unity according 
to its one, fince foul participates both of intellect and this one, and participations are different 
from the things which are participated. You may fay, therefore, that the proximate caufe of 
the {olar light is this unity of the folar orb. 

Again, if we fhould inveftigate the root as it were of all bodies, from which celeftial and 
fublunary bodies, wholes and parts, bloffom into exiftence, we may not improperly fay that this 
is Nature, which is the principle of motion and reft to all bodies, and which is eftablfhed in 
them, whether they are in motion or at reft. But I mean by Nature, the one life of the world, 
which being fubordinate to intelle€&t and foul, participates through thefe of generation. And 
this indeed is more a principle than many and partial natures, but is not that which is properly 
the principle of bodies; for this contains a multitude of powers, and through fuch as are different, 
governs different parts of the univerfe: but we are now inveftigating the one and common prin- 
ciple of all bodies, and not many and diftributed principles. If, therefore, we with to difcover 
this one principle, we muft raife ourfelves to that which is moft united in Nature, to its flower, 
and that through which it is a deity, by which it is fufpended from its proper fountain, conneéts, 
unites, and caufes the univerfe to have a fympathetic confent with itfelf. This one, therefore, is 
the principle of all generation, and is that which reigns over the many powers of Nature, over 
partial natures, and univerfally over every thing fubject to the dominion of Nature. 

In the third place, if we inveftigate the principle of knowledge, we fhall find that it is neither 
phantafy nor fenfe; for nothing impartible, immaterial, and unfigured is known by thefe. Bat 
neither muft we fay that doxaitic or dianoétic knowledge is the principle of knowledge; for 
opinion does not know the caufes of things, and the dianoétic power, though it knows caufes, 
yet apprehends the objects of its perception partially, and does not view the whole at once, nor 
poffefs an energy colle€tive and fimple, and which eternally fubfifts according to the fame. Nor 
yet is intellect the principle of knowledge: for all the knowledge which it contains fubfifts 
indeed, at once, and is intranfitive and impartible. But if the knowledge of intelleét was entirely 
without multiplication, and profoundly one, perhaps we might admit that it is the principle of 

knowledge. 
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that there fhould neither be any part belonging to it, nor that it fhould be a 
whole. 


knowledge. Since however, it is not only one but various, and contains a multitude of in- 
telle€tions; for as the objeéts of intellect are feparated from each other, fo alfo intellectual con- 
ceptions,—this being the cafe, intellect is not the principle of knowledge, but this muft be 
afcribed to the one of intelleét, which is generative of all the knowledge it contains, and of all that 
is beheld in the fecondary orders of beings. For this being exempt from the many, is the 
principle of knowledge to them, not being of fuch a nature as the famencfs of intelleét ; fince this 
is coordinate to difference, and is fubordinate to effence. But the one tranfcends and is connedtive 
of an intelle€tual effence. Through this ove intelleét is a God, but not through famenefs, nor 
through effence: for in fhort intellect fo far as intellect is not a God; fince otherwife a partial 
intelle& would be a God. And the peculiarity of intellect is to underftand and contemplate 
beings, and to judge; but of a God to confer unity, to generate, to energize providentially, and 
every thing of this kind. Intelle€t, therefore, by that part of itfelf which is not intellect is 
a God, and by that part of itfelf which is not a God, it is a divine intellect. And this unity 
of intellect knows itfelf indeed, fo far as it is intellectual, but becomes intoxicated as it is faid 
with nectar, and generates the whole of knowledge, fo far as it is the flower of intellect, and 
a fupereffential one. Again, therefore, inveftigating the principle of knowledge, we have 
afcended to the one; and not in thefe only, but in every thing elfe in a fimilar manner, we 
fhall find monads the leaders of their proper numbers, but the unities of monads fubfifting 
as the moft proper principles of things. For every where the one is a principle, and you may fay 
concerning this principle, what Socrates fays in the Phzedrus, viz. “ a principle is unbegotten.”” 
For if no one of total forms can ever fail, by a much greater neceflity the one principle of each 
muft be preferved, and perpetually remain, that about this every multitude may fubfift, which 
originates in an appropriate manner from each. It is the fame thing, therefore, to fay unity and 
principle, if principle is every where that which is moft characterized by unity. Hence he who 
difcourfes about every one, will difcourfe about principles. The Pythagoreans, therefore, thought 
proper to call every incorporeal effence one ; but a corporeal and in fhort partible effence, they 
denominated other. So that by confidesing the one, you will not deviate from the theory of 
incorporeal effences, and unities which rank as principles. For all the unities fubfift in, and are 
profoundly united with each other; and their union is far greater than the communion and fame- 
nefs which fubfift in beings. For in thefe there is indeed a mutual mixture of forms, fimilitude 
and friendfhip, and a participation of each other; but the union of the Gods, as being a union of 
unities, is much more uniform, ineffable and tranfcendent: for here all cre in all, which does not 
take place in forms or ideas *; and their unmingled purity and the charaéteriflic of cach, in a 
manner far furpafling the diverfity in ideas, preferve their natures unconfufed, and diftinguifh 
their peculiar powers. Hence fome of them are more univerfal, and others more partial; fome 
of them are characterized according to permanency, others according to progreflion, and others 
according to converfion. Some again, are generative, others anagogic, or endued with a power 
of leading things back to their caufes, and others demiurgic; and, in fhort, there are different 


* For in thefe all are in each, but not all in all, 
9 charateriftics 
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whole *. Why? Is not a parta part of a whole? Certainly. But what 
is 


chara€teriftics of different Gods, viz. the connective, nerfeAive, demiurgic, aflimilative, and fuch 
others as are celebrated pofterior to thefe, fo that all are in all, and yet each is at the fame time 
feparate and difting. 

Indeed, Proclus adds, we obtain a knowledge of their union and charaéteriftics from the 
ryatures by which they are participated: for, with refpeét to the apparent Gods, we fay that 
there is one foul of the fun, and another of the earth, directing our attention to the apparent 
bodies of thefe divinities, which poffefs much variety in their effence, powers, and dignity among 
wholes. As, therefore, we apprehend the difference of incorporeal effences from fenfible infpec- 
tion, in like manner, from the variety of incorporeal effences, we are enabled to know fomething 
of the unmingled feparation of the firft and fupereffential unities, and of the characteriftics of 
each ; for each unity has a multitude fufpended from its nature, which is either intelligible alone, 
or at the fame time intelligible and intellectual, or intelle€tual alone ; and this laft is either par- 
cipated or not participated, and this again is either fupermundane or mundane : and thus far does 
the progreffion of the unities extend. Surveying, therefore, the extent of every incorporeal hypo- 
ftafis which is diftributed under them, and the mutation proceeding according to meafure from the 
occult to that which is feparated, we believe that there is alfo in the unities themfelves idiom and 
order, together with union: for, from the difference of the participants, we know the feparation 
which fubfifts in the things participated ; fince they would not poffefs fuch a difference with re- 
fpect to each other if they participated the fame thing without any variation. And thus much 
concerning the fubfiftence of the firft unities, and their communion with, and feparation from, 
each other, the latter of which was called by the antient philofophers, idiom, and the former, 
union, contradiftinguifhing them by names derived from the famenefs and difference which fubfitt 
in effences. For thefe unities are fupereffential, and, as fome one fays, are flowers and fummits. 
However, as they contain, as we have obferved, both union and feparation, Parmenides, difcuffing 
this, that he may fupernally unfold all their progreffion from the exempt unity, the caufe of all 
things, affumes as an hypothefis his own one. But this is the one which is beheld in beings, and 
this is beheld in one refpect as the one, and in another as participated by being. He alfo preferves 
that which has a leading dignity, furveying it multifarioufly, but varies that which is confequent, 
that through the famenefs of that which leads, he may indicate the union of the divine unities : 
for whichever of thefe you receive, you will receive the fame with the reft; becaufe all are in 
each other, and are rooted in the one. For as trees by their fummits are rooted in the earth, 
and are earthly according to thefe, after the fame manner, divine natures are by their fummits 
rooted in the one, and each of them is an enad and one, through unconfufed union with the one, 
But through the mutation of that which is confequent, Parmenides at one time aflumes whole, at 
another time figure, and at another fomething elfe, and thefe either affirmatively or negatively, 
according to the feparation and idiom of each of the divine orders. And, through that which is 
conjoined from enad and what is confequent, he indicates the communion, and at the fame 
time unmingled purity of each of the divine natures. Hence, one thing is the leader, but 


many the things confequent, and many are the things conjoined, and many the hypothefes. 
Parmenides, 
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is a whole? Is not that to which no part is wanting a whole? Entirely fo. 
From 


Parmenides, alfo, through the ħypothefis of the one being, at one time recurs to the one which is 
prior to the participated unities, at another time difcuffes the extent of the unities which are ip 
beings, and at another time difcovers that fubfiftence of them which is fubordinate to being. 

Nor muft we wonder that there fhould be this union, and at the fame time feparation, in the 
divine unities. For thus alfo we are accuftomed to call the whole of an intellectual effence im- 
partible and one, and all intelle&ts one, and one all, through famenefs which is collective and con- 
nective of every intellectual hypoftafis. But if we thus {peak concerning thefe, what ought we 
to think of the unities in beings? Muft it not be that they are tranfcendently united ? that their 
commixture cannot be furpaffed ? that they do not proceed from the ineffable adytum of the one? 
and that they all poffefs the form of the one? Every where, therefore, things firt poflefs the 
form of their caufe. Thus, the firft of bodies is moft vital, and is fimilar to foul; the firt of 
fouls has the form of intellect; and the firft intellect is a God. So that the firt of numbers is 
uniform and enadic, or characterized by unity, and is fupereffential as the one. Hence, if they 
are unities and number, there is there both multitude and union. 

Again, the fcope of this firt hypothefis, as we have obferved in the Introduétion, is concern- 
ing the firft God alone, fo far as he is generative of the multitude of Gods, being himfelf exempt 
from this multitude, and uncoordinated with his offspring. Hence, all things are denied of this 
one, as being eftablifhed above, and exempt from, all things, and as fcattering all the idioms of 
the Gods, at the fame time that he is uncircumfcribed by all things. For he is not a certain one, 
but fimply one, and is neither intelligible nor intelle€tual, but the fource of the fubfiftence of both 
the intelligible and intellectual unities. For it is requifite in every order which ranks as a prin- 
ciple that imparticipable and primary form fhould be the leader of participated multitude. Thus, 
immaterial are prior to material forms. Thus, too, a feparate life, unmingled, and fubfifting 
from itfelf, is prior to the life which fubfifts in another ; for every where things fubfifting in thema 
felves precede thofe which give themfelves up to fomething elfe. Hence, imparticipable foul, 
which revolves in the fuperceleftial place, is the leader, according to effence, of the multitude of 
fauls, and of thofe which are diftributed in bodies. And one, imparticipable intelle€t, feparate, 
eternally eftablithed in itfelf, and fuperrally connecting every intellectual effence, precedes the 
multitude of intelle&ts. The firft intelligible alfo, unmingled, and uniformly eftablifhed in itfelf, 
is expanded above the multitude of intelligibles. For the intelligible which is in every intellect 
is different from that which is eftablifhed in itfelf; and the latter is intel'igible alone, but the 
former is intelligible as in intelle€tuals. The imparticipable one, therefore, is beyond the many 
and participated unities, and is exempt, as we have before faid, from all the divine orders. Such, 
then, is the fcope of the firt hypothefis, vize to recur from the one being, or in other words, the 
firft and higheft being, to that which is truly the one, and to furvey how he is exempt from 
wholes, and how he is connumerated with none of the divine orders. 

In the next place, let us confider what mode of difcourfe is adapted to fuch a theory, and how 


the interpretation of what is before us may be properly undertaken. It appears, then, that this 
can 
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From both thefe confequences, therefore, the one would be compofed of 
parts, 


can only be effected by energizing logically, intelle€tually, and at the fame time divinely, that we 
may be able to apprehend the demonftrative power of Parmenides, may follow his intuitive per- 
ceptions which adhere to true beings, and may in a divinely infpired manner recur to the in- 
effable and uncircum{[cribed cofenfation of the one. For we contain the images of firft caufes, and 
participate of total foul, the intelleftual extent, and of divine unity. It is requifite, therefore, 
that we fhould excite the powers of thefe which we contain, to the apprehenfion of the things 
propofed. Or how can we become near to the one, unlefs by exciting the one of our foul, which is 
as it were an image of the ineffable one? And how can we caufe this one and flower of the foul 
to diffufe its light, unlefs we firft energize according to intellect? For intellectual energy leads 
the foul to the tranquil energy according to the one which we contain. And how can we perfectly 
obtain intellectual energy, unlefs we proceed through logical conceptions, and prior to more fim- 
ple intelleQtions, employ fuch as are more compofite ? Demonftrative power, therefore, is requi- 
fite in the affumptions ; but intellectual energy in the inveftigations of beings ; (for the orders of 
being are denied of the onc) and a divinely-infpired impulfe in the cofenfation of that which 
is exempt from all beings, that we may not unconfcioufly, through an indefinite phantafy, be led 
from negations to non-being, and its dark immenfity. Let us, therefore, by exciting the one 
which we contain, and through this, caufing the foul to revive, conjoin ourfelves with the one 
itfelf, and eftablifh ourfelves in it as in a port, ftanding above every thing intelligible in our na- 
ture, and difmiffing every other energy, that we may affociate with it alone, and may, as it were, 
dance round it, abandoning thofe intelleCtions of the foul which are employed about fecondary 
concerns. The mode of difcourfe, then, muft be of this kind, viz. logical, intelle@tual, and en- 
theaftic: for thus only can the propofed hypothefis be apprehended in a becoming manner. 

In the third place, let us confider what the negations are, and whether they are better or worfe 
than affirmations: for affirmation appears to all men to be more venerable than negation; nega- 
tion, fay they, being a privation, but affirmation the prefence and a certain habit of form. To 
forms, indeed, and to things invefted with form, affirmation is better than negation; for it 
is neceflary that their own habit fhould be prefent with forms, and that privation fhould be ab- 
fent, and, in fhort, to be is more accommodated to beings than not to be, and affirmation than 
negation: for being is the paradigm of affirmation, but non-being of negation. But it is not 
immanifeft how Plato in the Sophifta fays that non-being, by which he means difference, is related 
to being, and that it is not lefs than being. Since, however, non-being is multifarious, one kind 
fubfifting as more excellent than, another as coordinated with, and a third as a privation of, 
being, it is evident that we may alfo fpeculate three fpecies of negations; one above affirmation, 
another inferior to affirmation, and a third in a certain refpeét. equal to it. Affirmation, there- 
fore, is not always uniformly more excellent than negaticn, fince, when negation fpeaks of that 
non-being which is above being, affirmation is allotted the fecond crder. But fince this non- 
being is alfo twofold, one kind being participated by being, viz. the divine unities, the immediate 


progeny of the one, and the cther, viz. the ineffable principle of things, not being connumerated 
with 
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parts, being a whole and poffleffing parts? It is neceffary it fhould be fo. 
And 


with any being, it is evident that to this latter affirmation is not by any means adapted, and that 
to the former negation more properly belongs than affirmation; though in a certain refpe& 
affirmation is adapted to this fo far as it communicates with being. However, though nothing 
can be truly faid of that non-being which is uncoordinated with being, yet negation may be more 
propérly afferted of it than affirmation ; for, as affirmations belong to beings, fo negations to non- 
being. In fhort, affirmation withes to be converfant with a certain form ; and when the foul fays that 
one thing is prefent to another, and makes an affirmation, it adduces fome of the kindred natures 
which it contains. But the firft caufe of all is above form, and it is not proper to introduce to 
it any thing belonging to fecondary natures, nor transfer to it things adapted to us: for we fhall 
thus deceive ourfelves, and not affert what the firft is. We cannot, therefore, in a becoming 
manner employ affirmations in {peaking of this caufe, but rather negations of fecondary natures; 
for affirmations haften to know fomething of one thing as prefent with another. But that which 
is firft is unknown by the knowledge which is connate with beings, and nothing can be admitted as 
belonging to, or prefent with, it, but rather as not prefent : for it is exempt from all compofition 
and participation. To which we may add, that affirmations manifeft fomething definite; for 
non-man is more infinite than man. The incomprehenfible and uncircumfcribed nature of the 
ene is therefore more adapted to be manifefted through negations : for affirmations may be faid to 
vanquith beings, but negations poffefs a power of expanding from things circumfcribed to the 
uncircumfcribed, and from things diftributed in proper boundaries to the indefinite. Can it, 
therefore, be faid that negations are not more adapted to the contemplation of the one? For its 
ineffable, incomprehenfible, and unknown nature can alone through thefe be declared, if it be 
lawful fo to fpeak, to partial intellectual conceptions fuch as ours. Negations, therefore, are better 
than affirmations, and are adapted to fuch as are afcending from the partial to the total, from the 
coordinated to the uncoordinated, and from the circumfcribed and vanquifhed form of knowledge 
to the uncircumfcribed, fingle, and fimple form of energy. 

In the fourth place, let us confider how, and after what manner, negations are adapted to the 
firft caufe. They muft not then be adapted as in things capable of receiving negation, but yet 
which do not receive it, as if we fhould fay that Socrates is not white: for, in fhort, the one does 
not receive any thing, but is exempt from every being, and all participation. Nor, again, muft 
negation be adapted to the one, as in that which in no refpet receives negation, which poffeffes a 
privation of it, and is unmingled with form; as if any one fhould fay that a line is not white, 
becaufe it is without any participation of whitenefs. For that which is firft is not fimply divulfed 
from its negations; nor are thefe entirely void of communion with tbe one, but they are thence 
produced: nor can it be faid that, as whitenefs neither generates a line, nor is generated by it, fo 
things pofterior to the one neither generate the one, nor are generated by it; for they thence 
derive their fubfiftence. Nor yet muft negation be applied according to that middle mode, in 
which we fay, that things do not receive indeed, but are the caufes to others in which they are 
inherent, of receiving affirmation; as, for inftance, motion is not moved, but that which is in 
motion. Negation, therefore, is predicated of it, viz. the not being moved, though other things 
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And fo both ways złe one will be many, and not one. True. But it is ne- 
ceffary 


are moved through it. And, in fhort, every paffion is itfelf impaflive; fince, being fimple, it 
either is or is not. But that which fuffers, or the paflive fubjeét, is through paffion a compofite. 
Negations, therefore, are not after this manner denied of the one; for neither is the one ingene- 
rated in any thing, but is the caufe of all the affirmations, the negations of which we introduce 
to it; but it is by no means ingenerated in thofe things of which it is the caufe. It may be con- 
cluded, therefore, that as the one is the caufe of wholes, fo negations are the caufes of afirma- 
tions; whence fuch things as the fecond hypothefis affirms, the firt denies. For all thofe 
affirmations proceed from thefe negations ; and rhe one is the caufe of all things, as being prior to 
all things: for, as foul, being incorporeal, produces body, and as intelle€t, by not being foul, gives 
iubfiftence to foul, fo the one, being void of multitude, gives fubfiftence to all multitude, and, being 
without number and figure, produces number and figure; and in a fimilar manner with refpect 
to other things: for it is no one of the natures which it produces; fince neither is any other caufe 
the fame with its progeny. But if it is no one of the natures to which it gives fubfiftence, and at 
the fame time gives fubfiftence to all things, it is no one of all things. If, therefore, we know 
all things affirmatively, we manifeft the one negatively, by denying every thing of it; and fo this 
form of negation is generative of the multitude of affirmations. Thus, the unfigured, when 
applied to the one, is not like that of matter, which is beheld according to a privation of figure, 
but it is that which generates and produces the order which fubfifts according to figure. 

With refpect to matter, therefore, negations are worfe than affirmations, becaufe they are pri- 
vations, but affirmations are participations of which matter is effentially deprived. But, with re- 
{pect to beings, negations are conjoined with affirmations: and when applied to the one, they 
fignify tranfcendency of caufe, and are better than affirmations. Hence, negations of things 
fubordinate are verified in caufes pofterior to the cne. Thus, when we fay that the foul neither 
{peaks nor is filent, we do not affert thefe things refpecting it as of ftones and pieces of wood, or 
any other infenfible thing, but as of that which is generative in an animal of both voice and 
filence. Arid again, we fay that nature is neither white nor black, but uncoloured, and without 
interval. But is fhe without thefe in the fame manner as matter? By no means: for the is 
better than the things denied. But the is uncoloured, and without interval, as generative of a!l- 
various colours and intervals. In the fame manner, therefore, we fay that the monad is without 
number, not as being fubordinate to numbers and indefinite, but as generating and bounding 
numbers. I mean the firt monad, and that which we fay contains all the forms of numbers. 
All, therefore, that is denied of the one, proceeds from it: for it is neceffary that it fhould be none 
of all things, that all things may be its offspring. Flence, it appears that Plato often denies of 
the one things which are oppofite to each other, fuch as that it is neither «hele nor part, neither 
fame nor different, neither permanent nor in motion: for it is expanded above all habitude, and is 
pure frora every duad, being the caufe of all the multitude of thefe, of twofold coordinations, of 
the firft duad, and of all habitude and oppofition. For nature is the caufe of all corporeal oppoe 
fitions, the foul of all vital caufes, and intellect of the genera pertaining to foul. But she one is 
fimply the caufe of all divifions: for it cannot be faid that it is the caufe of fome, and not the 


caufe 
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ceffary that it fhould not be many, but one. It is necefflary. Hence, it 
will 


caufe of others. The caufe, however, of all oppofition is not itfelf oppofed to any thing: for, if 
it were, it would be requifite that there fhould be fome other caufe of this oppofition, and the 
one would no longer be the caufe of all things. Hence, negations are generative of afirmatiors : 
thofe which are affumed in the firit hypothefis of thofe which are inveftigated in the fecond : for 
whatever the firft caufe generates in the firft hypothefis is generated and proceeds in its proper 
order in the fecond. And thus the order of the Gods fubfifting from exempt unity is demon- 
ftrated. 

But here, perhaps, fome one may afk us whether we ufe negations through the imbecility of 
human nature, which is not able firmly to apprehend the fimplicity of the one, through a certain 
projection of intelleé&t, and adhefive vifion and knowledge? or whether natures better than our 
foul know the one negatively in an analogous manner? We reply, therefore, that intellect by its 
perceptions which are conjoined with forms, knows forms, and comprehends intelligibles, and 
this is a certain afirmative knowledge : for that which is, approaches to that which is, and intellect 
is that which it underftands through the intellectual perception of itfelf. But, by an unity above 
intelle&, it is conjoined with the one, and through this union knows the one, by not being that 
which is being. Hence, it knows the one negatively : for it poflefles a twofold knowledge, one 
kind as intelleét, the other as not intelle& ; one as knowing itfelf, the other becoming inebriated, 
as fome one fays, and agitated with divine fury from nectar; and one fo far as it is, but the 
other fo far as it is not, Much-celebrated intellect itfelf, therefore, pofiefles both a negative and 
affirmative knowledge of the one. But if intellect, divine fouls alfo, according to their fummits 
and unities, energize enthufiaftically about the one, and are efpecially divine fouls on account of 
this energy ; but, according to their intellectual powers, they are fufpended from intelleét, round 
which they harmonically dance. According to their rational powers they know themfelves, pre- 
ferve their own effence with purity, and evolve the productive principles which they contain ; but, 
according to thofe powers which are characterized by opinion, they comprehend and govern in a 
becoming manner all fenfible natures. And ail the other kinds of knowledge which they poffefs 
are indeed affirmative: for they know beings as they are ; and this is the peculiarity of affirma- 
tion. But the enthufiaftic energy about the one is in thefe a negative knowledge: for they do 
not know that the one 1s, but that he 13 NOT, according to that which is better than the ıs. The 
intelle&tion, however, of that which is not, is negation. If, therefore, both divine fouls and much 
celebrated intelle& itfelf knew the one through negation, what occafion is there to defpife the im- 
becility of our foul, earneftly endeavouring to manifeft negatively its uncircumfcribed nature ? 
For nothing pertaining to the firf is fuch as we are accuftomed to know, i. e. a certain quality 
of a thing, as Plato fays in his fecond Epiftle. This, however, is the caufe of every thing beau- 
tiful in the foul, viz. to inveftigate the characteriftic of the firft, to commit in a becoming man- 
ner the knowledge of him to the reafoning power, and to excite the one which we contain, that, 
if it be lawful fo to fpeak, we may know the fimilar by the fimilar, fo far as it is poflible to be 
known by our order: for, as by opinion we know the objects of opinion, and by the dianoetic 
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will neither be a whole, nor poffefs parts, if the one is one. It will not. 
If, 


power dianoétic objects, and as by our intellectual part we know that which is intelligible, fo by 
our one we know the cne. 

Again, in the fifth place, let us confider whether Plato denies all things of the one, or, if not 
all, what thofe are which he denies, and why he proceeds as far as to thefe. But in the firt 
place, it will, perhaps, be proper to enumerate all the particulars which in the firft hypothefis are 
denied of the one. Thefe then are in order as follow : that it is not many; thatit is neither whole 
nor part; that it has neither a beginning, nor middle, nor end; that it has no boundary ; that it 
is without figure; is neither in another nor in itfelf; is neither in motion nor at reft; is 
neither fame nor different; is neither fimilar nor diffimilar; is neither equal, nor greater nor 
leffer ; is neither older nor younger; that it participates in no refpeé of generation or time ; that 
neither does it participate of being; that it cannot be named, and is not effable; and that it is 
neither the object of opinion nor {cience. Thefe, then, are briefly what the firft hypothefis denies 
of the one; but why thefe alone, we now propofe to inveftigate: for Proclus informs us, that to 
{fome philofophers prior to him this was a fubjeét of much doubt. Some, fays he, were of opi- 
nion, that whatever the ten categories of Ariftotle contain is enumerated in thefe negations. 
However, as he juftly obferves, not thefe alone, but many other things are contained under the 
ten categories, which are not mentioned by Parmenides. Others afferted, that thefe negations 
were comprehended in the five genera of being, viz. effence, famenefs, and difference, motion 
and permanency. However, not thefe only are denied of the one, but likewife figure, the whole, 
time, number, and the fimilar, and the difimilar, which are not genera of being. But thofe, fays 
he, {peak the moft probably who with to fhow that all thefe negations fubfift in the monad. For 
the monad contains occultly many things, fuch as whole, and parts, and figures, and is both in 
itfelf and in another, fo far as it is prefent to whatever proceeds from itfelf. It alfo is perma- 
nent and is moved, abiding and at the fame time proceeding, and, in being multiplied, never de- 
parting from itfelf: and in a fimilar manner other things may be fhown to belong to the monad. 
That thefe things indeed fubfift in the monad may be readily granted, and alfo, that the monad 
is an imitation of intelle&t, fo that by a much greater priority all thefe are caufally comprehended 
in intellect. Hence, thefe things are denied of the one, becaufe it is above intelle&t and every 
intelleCtual effence. For thefe things, fays Proclus, Parmenides alfo furveying in his verfes con- 
cerning true being, fays, that it contains the fphere, and the whole, the fame, and the different. 
For he celebrates true being as fimilar to a perfect {phere, every where equal from the middle, 
and rejoicing in revolving manfion. He alfo denominates it perfe&ly entire and unmoved. So 
that all thefe fubhft primarily in intelleét, but fecondarily, and after the manner of an image, in 
the monad, and every thing fenfible, phyfically in this, and mathematically in that. For intellect 
is an intelligible fphere, the monad a dianoétic fphere, and this world a fenfitle {phere, bearing 
in itfelf the images of the perpetual Gods. 

However, the patrons of this opinion cannot affign the caufe why the particulars which Par- 
menides denies are alone aflumed, but by no means neither more nor lefs. For neither are thefe 

things 
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If, therefore, it has no part, it neither poffefles beginning, middle, nor 
end; 


things alone in the monad, but many others alfo may be found, fuch as the even and the odd, 
and each of the forms fubfifting under thefe. Why, therefore, thefe alone from among all are 
afflumed, they align no clear reafon. Our preceptor, therefore, Syrianus, fays Proclus, is the only 
one we are acquainted with who perfe€tly accords with Plato in the knowledge of divine con- 
cerns. He therefore perceived, that all fuch things * as are affirmed in the fecond are denied of 
the one in the firt hypothefis ; and that each of thefe is a fymbol of a certain divine order; fuch 
as the many, the whole, figure, the being in itfelf and in another, and each of the confequent 
negations. For all things are not fimilarly apparent in every order of being ; but in one multitude, 
and in another a different idiom of divine natures is confpicuous. For, as we learn in the So- 
phifta, the one being, or, in other words, the higheft being, has the frft rank, whole the fecond, and 
all the third. And in the Phedrus, after the intelligible Gods, an effence without colour, with- 
out figure, and without touch, is the firft in order, colour is the fecond, and figure the third ; and 
in other things, in a fimilar manner, an unfolding of different things takes place in a different 
order of being. If, therefore, all thefe things manifeft the extent of the firit being, but, accord- 
ing to Plato, the one is beyond all beings, with great propriety are thefe things alone denied of 
the one. How each of thefe is diftributed in the divine orders, we fhall know more accurately in 
the fecond hypothefis. It is apparent, therefore, what are the particulars which are denied of the 
one, and that fo many alone are neceffarily denied: for fo many are the enumerated orders of 
true beings. Thus much, however, is now evident, that all the negations are aflumed from the 
idiom of being, and not from the idiom of knowledge. For to will, and to defire, and every 
thing of this kind, are the peculiarities of vital beings; but to perceive intelle€tually, or diano- 
étically, or fenfibly, is the idiom of gnoftic beings. But thefe negations are common to all beings 
whatever. For the hypothefis was, If the one is, fo many things will follow as negations of the 
one, that at laft it may be inferred if the one is, this one is not, as being better than the zs: for it 
is the recipient of nothing, which is confequent to the ise And it appears that thofe alone are 
the things which belong to beings, fo far as they are beings ; which the fecond hypothefis affirms, 
and the firt denies; and we fhall not find things common to all beings, except thefe. But, of 
thefe, the higher ate more total, but the others more partial. Hence, by taking away the higher, 
Plato alfo takes away thofe in a following order, according to the hypothefis. He has, therefore, 
in a wonderful manner difcovered what are the things confequent to being, fo far as being, as he 
was willing to fhow that the one is beyond all beings. 

But if any one fhould think that this hypothefis collects things impofible, he fhould call to 
mind what is written in the Sophifta, in which the Eleatean guelt examines the affertion of Par- 
menides concerning being, and clearly fays that the one trully fo called muft necefarily be impar- 
tible, or without parts (ayepes yap det ro ùs aandag ev). So that, this being granted, all the conclufions 
of the firft hypothefis muft unavoidably follow, as in every refpect true, and as alone according 
with that which is truly the cne. For it is abfurd to admit that true being has a fubfiftence, and 


* Viz. Such things as are refpettively charatteriltic of the divine orders. = 
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end‘; for fuch as thefe would be its parts? Right. But end and begin- 
ning 


not only true being, but alfo the truly equal, the truly beautiful, and every other form, but that 
the true one fhould no where fubfift, but fhould be aname alone, though by this all beings are 
preferved and have a fubfiftence. But if itis, it is evident that it is not many: for it would not 
be the true one, if it were replete with any thing; fince the many are not one. If, therefore, it 
is not many, again the whole of the firft hypothefis will follow, this being afflumed; and it is by 
no means proper to accufe it as afferting impoffibilities. 

Again, in the fixth place, let us confider concerning the order of the negations: for, if they 
originate fupernally and from things firft, how does he firft of all take away the many, and, in 
the laft place, being, and even the one itfelf? he one, therefore, appears to us to be more vene- 
rable than multitude, and Zeing itfelf as among beings is moft venerable. But if they originate 
from things laft, how, after the genera of being, does he affume the fimilar and diffimilar, the 
equal and unequal, the greater and the leffer? For thefe are fubordinate to the genera of being. 
It is better, therefore, to fay, that he begins fupernally, and proceeds through negations as 
far as tothe laft of things. For thus alfo in the Phedrus, denying of the fummit of the intellectual 
orders, things confequent to, and proceeding from it, he makes the ablation, beginning fuper- 
nally; in the firft place, afferting that it is without colour, in the next place, without figure, 
and, in the third place, without contact. For here colour fymbolically fignifies that middle order 
of the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual Gods, which is called by theologifts /pnochike 
(cuvoxinn) or connective; but figure indicates the extremity of that order, which is denominated 
telefiurgic, (terecicupyixn) or the fource of perfection; and conta fignifies the intelle€tual order. In 
like manner here alfo the negations begin fupernally, and proceed together with the feries of the 
divine orders, of all which zke one is the generative fource. But that at the end he fhould take 
away the one itfelf, and being, is by no means wonderful. For, if we follow the whole order of 
the difcourfe, this will become moft apparent. For it is immediately evident, that in affirmative 
conclufions it is requifite to begin from things moft allied, and through thefe to evince things 
lefs allied, which are confequent; but in negative conclufions it is neceflary to begin from things 
moft foreign, and through thefe to fhow things lefs foreign, which are not confequent to the 
hypothefis. For it is requifite, fays Plato, that thofe who ufe this method fhould begin from 
things moft known. Hence he firft denies many of the one, and laft of all the one that is, which 
is by pofition moft allied to the one, but is participated by eflence, and on this account is a certain 
one, and not fimply one. Hence it is neceffary, fince the corclufions are negative, that the begin- 
ning of all the hypothefis fhould be not many, and the end not one. 

In the feventh place, let us confider what we are to underftand by the many, which Plato firft 
denies of the one. Some of the antients then, fays Proclus, affert that multitude of every kind is 
here taken away from te one, becaufe the one tranfcends all multitude, both intelligible and 
fenfible. But thefe fhould recolleét, that in the fecond hypothefis the many is afirmed. What 
fenfible multitude then can we behold there ? For all things are afferted of true beings, becaule 
the one is there equal to being. Others more venerable than thefe affert that intellectual multitude 


is denied of rhe one. For the firk caufe, fay they, is one without multitude ; intellect, one many; 
foul, 
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ning are the bounds of every thing? How fhould they not? The one, 
therefore, 


foul, one and many, through its divifible nature, being indigent of copula; body, many and one, as 
being a divifible nature characterized by multitude ; and matter, many alone. This many, therefore, 
viz. intellectual multitude, Parmenides takes away from the firft caufe, that he may be one alone, 
and above intellect. It is proper, therefore, to afk thefe, what intellect they mean? For, if that 
which is properly intellect, and which is fecondary to the intelligible, not only the one is beyond 
intelle€tual multitude, but the intelligible alfo, as being better than intelleé&t. But if they call 
the whole of an intelligible effence intelle€t, as was the cafe with the followers of Plotinus, they 
are ignorant of the difference which fubfifts in the Gods, and of the generation of things pro- 
ceeding according to meafure. Other philofophers, therefore, more entheaflic than thefe, dif- 
miffing fenfible, and not even admitting intelle€tual multitude, fay that prior to the intelle€ual 
numbers are the intelligible monads, from which every intelle€tual multitude and the many 
divided orders are unfolded into light. Plato, therefore, takes away from the one, the multitude 
which is intelligible, as fubfifting proximately after the one, but he does not take away intelleQual 
multitude. For it is by no means wonderful that the one fhould be exempt from intellectual 
multitude, above which the intelligible monads alfo are expanded. And hence the difcourfe, 
being divine, recurs to certain more fimple caufes. It is neceflary however to underftand that 
there are many orders in intelligibles, and that three triads are celebrated in them by theologifts, 
as we fhall how when we come to the fecond hypothefis. But, if this be admitted, it is evident 
that thefe many muft be the firft and intelligible multitude: for thefe fo far as many alone fubfift 
from the one; and from thefe the triadic fupernally proceeds as far as to the laft of things in the 
intellectual, fupermundane, and fenfible orders ; and whatever is allotted a being participates of 
this triad. Hence, fome of the antients, afcending as far as to this order, confidered its fummit 
as the fame with the one. We muft either, therefore, admit that the many which are now denied 
of the one fubfift according to the intelligible multitude, or that they are the firft multitude in the 
intelligible and at the fame time intellectual orders. Indeed, the many unities are not in the in- 
telligible Gods, but in thofe immediately pofterior to them. For there is one unity in each intelli- 
gible triad; but the multitude of unities is firft apparent in the firft order of the intelligible and 
at the fame time intelleétual Gcds. Thus much, therefore, mult now be admitted, that Plato 
exempts the one from all the multitude of thefe unities, as being generative of and giving fubfiftence 
to it; and this he does, by affuming from our common conceptions that the one is not many. But 
at the end of the hypothefis, he takes away intelligible multitude itfelf from the one, conjoining 
the end with the beginning: for he there fhows that the one is not being, according to which the 
intelligible order is characterized. 

It is likewife neceflary to obferve, that Plato does not think that the affertion, ¢ the one is not 
many,’ requires demonftration, or any confirmation of its truth; but he affumes it according to 
common and unperverted conception. For, in fpeculations concerning the firft caufe of all 
things, it is efpecially neceflary to excite common conceptions; fince all things are {pontancouily 
arranged after it, and without labour, both fuch as energize according to intellect, and thofe 
that energize according to nature only. And, in fhort, it is neceflary that the indemonftrable 
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therefore, is infinites, if it has neither beginning nor end? Infinite. And 
without 


fhould be the principle of all demonftration, and that common conceptions fhould be the leaders 
of demonftrations, as alfo geometricians affert. But there is nothing more known and clear to 
us than that the one is not many. 

2 It is neceffary, fays Proclus, that the firft negation of the one fhould be that it is not many; 
for the cne is firft generative of the many; fince, as we have before obferved, the firft and the 
higheft multitude proceeds from the one. But the fecond negation after this is, that the one is 
neither a whole, nor has any part : for it gives fubfiftence to this order, in the fecond place, after 
the firt multitude. This will be evident from confidering in the firft place logically, that in ne- 
gative conclufions, when through the ablation of that which precedes we collect a negative con- 
clufion, that which precedes is more powerful; but that when through the ablatiou of that which 
is confequent we fubvert that which precedes, that which is confequent; and, in fhort, that 
which by the fubverfion of itfelf takes away that which remains, whether it precedes or follows, 
is more powerful. Thus, if we fay, If there is not being, there is not man; but alfo, If there is not 
animal, there is not man: animal, therefore, is more univerfal than man. Let this then be one 
of the things to be granted; but another which muft be admitted is as follows:—Every thing 
which is more comprehenfive than another according to power, is nearer to the one. For, fince 
the one itfelf is, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, the mott comprehenfive of all things, and there is nothing 
which it does not ineffably contain, not even though you fhould adduce privation itfelf, and the 
moft evanefcent of things, fince, if it has any fubfiftence, it muft neceffarily be in a certain refpec 
one ;—this being the cafe, things alfo which are nearer to the one are more comprehenfive than 
thofe which are more remcte from it; imitating the uncircumfcribed caufe, and the infinite 
tranfcendency of the one. Thus being, as it is more comprehenfive than life and intellect, is nearer 
to the one; and life is nearer to it than intelle&t. Thefe two axioms being admitted, let us fee 
how Parmenides fyllogizes. If the cnz, fays he, is a whole, or has parts, it is many ; but it is not 
many, as was before faid: neither, therefore, will it be a whole, nor will it have parts. And 
again, If the one is not many, it is neither a whole, nor has parts. In both thefe inftances, by the 
fubverfion of the many, parts alfo and whole are fubverted. But our pofition is, that whatever 
together with itfelf fubverted that which remains in things conjoined, is more powerful and more 
comprehenfive; but that which is more comprehenfive is nearer to the one. Hence, many is 
nearer to the one than parts and whole. For parts are many, but many are not entirely parts. So 
that the many are more comprehenfive than parts, and are therefore beyond them. The many, 
therefore, firft fubfift in beings; and in the fecond place, whole and parts. Hence, the cne pro- 
duces the firft by itfelf alone, but the fecond through the many. For firft natures, in proceeding 
from their caufes, always produce, together with their caufes, things confequent. Since, there- 
fore, the negations generate the affirmations, it is evident that the firft generates fuch of thefe as 
are firft, but the fecond fuch as are fecond. We may alfo fee the geometrical order which Plato 
here obferves: for that she one is not many, is affumed as an axiom, and as a common conception ; 
but that it is neither a whole, nor has parts, is collected through this common conception. And 


again, that the one has neither beginning nor end, is demonft:ated through the prior con- 
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without figure 6, therefore, for it ncithcr participates of the round’ figure 
nor 


clufion; and thus always in fuccefhon according to the truly golden chain of beings, in which all 
things are indeed from she one, but fome immediately, others through one medium, others through 
two, and others through many. After this manner, therefore, it may be logically demonftrated 
that thefe many are prior to whole and parts. 

If we with, however, to fee this in a manner more adapted to things themfelves, we may fay 
that the many, fo far as many, have one caufe, the one: for all multitude is not derived from any 
thing elfe than the one; fince alfo, with refpeét to the multitude of beings, to far as they are in- 
telligible, they are from being, but, fo far as they are multitude, they fubfilt from the one. For, 
if multitude was derived from any other caufe than the one, that caufe again muft neceffarily 
either be one, or nothing, or not one. But if nothing, it could not be a caufe. And if it was 
not one, not being one, it would in no refpect differ from the many, and the:efore would 
not be the caufe of the many, fince caufe every where differs from its progeny. It remains, 
therefore, either that the many are without caufe, and are uncoordinated with each other, and 
are infinitely infinite, having no one in them, or that she one is the caufe of being to the many. 
For either each of the many is not one, nor that which fubfifts from all of them, and thus all 
things will be infinitely infinite ; or each is indeed one, but that which confifts from all is not 
one: and thus they will be uncoordinated with each other ; for, being coordinated, they muit ne- 
ceflarily participate of the cne: or, on the contrary, that which coniifls from all is one, but each 
is not one, and thus each will be infinitely infinite, in confequence of participating no ove: or, 
Jaftly, both that which confifts from all and each muft participate of the one, and in this cafe, 
prior to them, there muft neceflarily be that which is the fource of union both to the whole and 
parts, and which is itfelf neither a whole, nor has parts ; for, if it had, this again would be indi- 
gent of rhe one; and if we proceed to infinity, we fhall always have the cue prior to whole and 
parts. To this we may alfo add, that if there was another caufe of the many befides the one, 
there would be no multitude of unities. If, therefore, there are many unities, the caufe of this 
multitude fo far as multitude is rhe one: for the primary caufe of unities is ste cone, and on this 
account they are called unities. But the multitude of beings is from the multitude of unities ; 
fo that all multitude is from zbe one. But whole and parts belong to beings: for, theugh whole 
fhould be the one being, it is evident that, together with being, it is a wéole, though it fhould be 
the participated one. This alfo entirely confubfifts with being ; and though it fhould te being alone, 
this is immediately eflence. If, therefore, whole and part are beings, either eflentially or accurd- 
ing to participation, thefe alfo will indeed be produced from the one, but from effence alfo, if 
whole and part belong to beings. Hence, woe is a certain being. For all fuch things as par- 
ticipate of effential wholene(s, thefe alfo participate of effence, but not all fuch things as participate 
of effence participate alfo of wholenefs. ‘lhus, for inftance, parts, fo far as they are parts, par- 
take of effence, but fo far as they are parts they do not participate of wholenefs. But if this be 
the cafc, effence is beyond effential wholenefs. And hence, the eflential whole participates of 
eilence, and is not the fame with it. Thus, alfo, if there is any wholencfs which is character- 
ized by unity, it participates of the one: a part however characterized by unity mult indeed 
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nor the ftraight. Why not? For the round figure is that, the extremities 
of 


neceffarily participate of the one, but is not neceflarily a whole ; fince indeed it is impoffible it fhould 
be, fo far as it is a part. Whole and part, therefore, are either effential or characterized by 
unity : for whole and part fubfift both in effences and in unities. The one, therefore, is beyond 
whole and parts, both the effential, and thofe characterized by the one : and not this only, but the 
many alfo fubfift prior to whole and parts. For each, as we have fhown, is in a certain refpect 
many; but the firt many alone participate of the one. The many, therefore, are beyond whole 
and parts. 

And here it is neceffary to obferve, that ïn the firft part of this firt hypothefis Plato affumes 
fuch things as do not follow to the cne confidered with refpe& to itfeli. For we affert, that the one 
itfelf by itfelf is without multitude, and is not a whote, though there fhould be nothing elfe. 
But in the middle of the hypothefis fuch things are affumed as do not follow, neither to itfelf 
with refpeét to itfelf, nor to other things; fuch, for inftance, as that it is neither the fame with 
itfelf, nor different from itfelf, nor is the fame with others, nor different from others: and after 
the fame manner that it is neither fimilar nor diffimilar, &c. And at the end fuch things are 
affumed as do not follow to the one with refpeét to others alone; where it is alfo fhown that it is 
neither effable, nor the object of opinion or fcience, nor is, in fhort, known by any other gnoftic 
power, but is itfelf exempt from all other things, both knowledges and objects of knowledge. 
When, therefore, he fays the ove is not many, he does not fay that things different from the one 
are not the one, as denying them of the one, but that it has not multitude in itfelf; and that the 
one is not alfo multitude together with she one, but that it is alone oxe, and one itfelf exempt from 
all multitude. 

3 The caution of Plato here, fays Proclus, deferves to be remarked: for he does not fay that she 
one is impartibie, (ayepes), but that it has no parts (uson un exov). For the impartible is not the fame 
with the non-poffeffion of perts; fince the latter may be afferted of the one, but the impartit/e not en- 
tirely. Thus the impartible fometimes fignifies a certain nature, and, as it were, a certain form. 
Or rather, it is nothing elfe than a form charaCterized by unity; and in this fenfe it is ufed by 
Timzus when he is defcribing the generation of the foul. But in the Sophifta he calls that which 
is truly one impartible: “ for it is neceffary (fays he) that the truly one fhould be impartible.” So 
that he there calls the fame thing #mpartible which he fays here bus no parts. Hence, if any thing 
has no parts, it is impartible, according to Plato ; but it no longer follows, that what is impart- 
ible has no parts, if each of the genera of being is either impartible, or partible, or a medium 
between both. Thus, a point is impartible, not having parts, fuch as that which is endued with 
interval poffeffes : but it is not fimply impartible, as having no part 3 for the deAnition of a point 
receives its completion from certain things. But all fuch things as complete, have the orcer of 
parts, with refpet to that which is completed by them. Thus, alfo, the monad is impartible, 
becauʻe it is not compofed from certain divided parts, as is every number which proceeds from 
it. Becaufe, however, it confifts of certain things which make it to be the monad, and to be 
different from a point, thefe may be faid to be the parts of the definition of the monad. For 
fuch things as contribute to the definition of every form are entirely parts of it, and fuch form 
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of which are equally diftant from the middle. Certainly. And the ftraight 


figure 


is a certain whole paffive to the one, but is not the one itfelf. But the fimply one alone neither fub- 
{ils from parts as connecting, nor as dividing, nor as giving completion to it; being alone the 
one, and fimply one, but not that which is united. 

Plato alfo indicates concerning thefe negations, that they are not privative, but that they are 
exempt from affirmations according to tranfcendency : ‘* for it is meceffary (fays he) that it fhould 
not be many, but one.” By this word necefary, therefore, he indicates tranfcendency according to 
the good. Asa proof of this, we do not add the word necefary to things deprived of any thing. 
For who would fay it is neceflary that the foul fhould be ignorant of itfelf ? for ignorance is a 
privation to gnoftic natures. Thus alfo, in the Theetetus, Plato {peaking of evils fays, “ it is 
necefjary that they fhould have a fubfiftence.” At the fame time, alfo, by this word Plato indicates 
that he is difcourfing about fomething which has a fubfiftence, and not about a non-fubfifting 
thing. For who would fay, about that which has no fubfiftence, that it is mecefary it thould be? 

4 Here again we may obferve how Plato collects that the one neither poffefles beginning, nor 
middle, nor end, from the conclufion prior to this, following demonftrative canons. For, if tbe 
one has no parts, it has no beginning, nor middle, nor end; but that which precedes is true, and 
confequently that alfo which follows. By taking away, therefore, that which precedes, he takes 
away that which is confequent. Hence, beginning, middle, and end, are fymbols of a more 
partial order: for that which is more univerfal is more caufal ; but that which is more partial is 
more remote from the principle. Thus, with refpeét to that which has parts, it is not yet evident 
whether it has a beginning, middle, and end. For, what if it fhould be a whole confifting only 
of two parts? For the duad is a whole after a certain manner, and fo as the principle of all 
partible natures ; but that which has a beginning, middle, and end, is firft in the triad. But if 
it fhould be faid that every whole is triadic, in this cafe nothing hinders but that a thing which 
pofiefles parts may not yet be perfect, in confequence of fubfifting prior to the perfect and the 
whole. Hence, Plato does not form his demonftration from whole, but from saving parts. 

And here it is neceffary to obferve, with Proclus, that part is multifarioufly predicated. Fog 
we call that a part which is in a certain refpe&t the fame with the whole, and which pofleffes all 
fuch things partially as the whole poflefles totally. ‘Thus, each of the multitude of intellects is a 
part of total intellect, though all things are in every intelle€&t. And the inerratic {phere is a part 
of the univerfe, though this alfo comprehends all things, but in a manner different from the 
world, viz. more partially. In the fecond place, that is faid to be a part which is completive of 
any thing. Thus the total fpheres of the planets and elements are faid to be parts of the uni- 
verfe; and the dianoetic and doxaftic powers are faid to be parts of the foul: for the former give 
completion to the univerfe, and the latter to the foul. In the third place, according to a common 
fignification, we call a part every thing which is in any way coordinated with certain things to 
the confummation of one thing: for thus each of us may be faid to be a part of the world: not 
that the univerfe receives its completion, as the univerfe, through us; for it would not becuine 
imperfect from the corruption of any one of us; but becaufe we alfo are coarranged with the 
total parts of the univerfe, are governed in conjun@tion with all other things, are in the world as in 
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figure is that, the middle part of which is fituated before, or in the view of 
both 


one animal, and give completion to it, not fo far as it is, but fo far as it is prolific. Part, there- 
fore, being triply predicated, Plato, having before faid that che one has no part, evidently takes 
away from it all the conceptions of part. For whatever has parts has multitude; but tHe one 
has no multitude, and confequently has no parts whatever. But, if this be the cafe, it has no 
beginning, nor middle, nor end: for thefe may be faid to be the parts of the things that poffefs 
them, according to the third fignification of part, in which every thing coordinated with certain 
things is faid to be a part of that which receives its completion through the coordination of thofe 
things. 

5 Plato might here have fhown, as Proclus well obferves, that se one is without beginning 
and end, from its not poffefling extremes, and its not poffefling extremes from its not poffefling 
parts; but his reafoning proceeds through things more known. For, from its non-poffeffion of 
parts, he immediately demonftrates that it is without beginning and end, transferring beginning 
and end to bound, which is the fame with extreme. Infinite, therefore, in this place does not 
fimply fignify that which is negative of bound, but that which is fubverfive of extremes. As in 
the fecond hypothefis, therefore, he affirms the poffeflion of extremes, he very properly in this 
hypothefis, where he denies it, demonftrates the one to be infinite, as not having extremes, which 
are accuftomed to be called terms or limits. 

But in order to uncerftand how the ore is infinite, it will be neceflary to confider, with Proclus, 
bow many orders there are in beings of the infinite, and afterwards, how many progreffions there 
are oppofite to thefe of bound. Infinite, therefore, that we may begin downwards, is beheld in 
matter, becaufe it is of itfelf indefinite and formlefs ; but forms are the bounds of matter. It is 
alfo beheld in body devoid of quality, according to divifion ad infinitum: for this body is in- 
finitely divifible, as being the firft thing endued with interval. It is alfo beheld im the qualities 
which firt fubfift about this body, which is itfelf devoid of quality, in which qualities the more 
and the lefs are firt inherent: for by thefe Socrates in the Philebus charaéterizes the infinite. 
It is alfo beheld in the whole of a generated nature, i. e. in every thing which is an object of 
fenfe: for this poffefles the infinite according to perpetual generation, and its uncea(ing circle, 
and according to the indefinite mutations of generated natures, which are always rifing into 
being and perifhing, in which alfo infinity according to multitude exifts, alone pofleffing its fub- 
fiftence in becoming to be. But prior to thefe, the infinite is beheld in the circulation of the 
heavens: for this alfo has the infinite, through the infinite power of the mover; fince body fo 
far as boty does not poflefs infinite power ; but through the participation of intellect body is per- 
petual, and motion infinite. Prior alfo to thefe, the infinite muft be aflumed in foul: for in its 
tranfitive intellections it poflefles the power of unceafing motion, and is always moved, conjoining 
the periods of its motions with each other, and caufing its energy to be one and never-failing. 
Again, prior to foul, the infinite is feen in time, which meafures every period of the foul. For 
time is wholly infinite, becaufe its energy, through which it evolves the motions of fouls, and 
through which it meafures their periods, proceeding according to number, is infinite in power: 
for it never ceafes abiding and proceeding, adhering to the one, and unfolding the number which 
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both the extremes? It is fo, Will not, therefore, the one confift of parts ?, 


' and 
meafures the motions of wholes. Prior to time, allo, we may furvey the infinite in intelle€t, and 
intelleCtual life: for this is intranfitive, and the whole of it is prefent eternally and colletively. 
That which is immovable, too, and never failing in intelleét, is derived from an eflence and power 
which never defert it, but which eternally poffefs a fleeplefs life; through which alfo every thing 
that is always moved, is able to be always moved, participating in motion of {table infinity. Nor 
does the infinite alone extend as far as to thefe : but prior to every intelle& is much-celebrated 
eternity, which comprehends every intelle€tual infinity. For, whence does intelleét derive its 
eternal life, except from eternity? This, therefore, is infinite according to power prior to in- 
tellec&t ; or rather, other things are indeed infinite according to power, but eternity is primarily 
power itfelf. From this firft fountain then of the infinite, it remains that we afcend to the 
occult caufe of all infinites whatever, and, having afcended, that we behold all infinites fubfifting 
according to the power which is there. For fuch is the infinite itfelf; and fuch is the chaos of 
Orpheus, which he fays has no bound. For eternity, though it is infinite through the ever, yet, 
fo far asit is the meafure of things eternal, it is alfo a bound. But chaos is the firft infinite, is 
alone infinite, and is the fountain of all infinity, intelligible, intelle€tual, that which belongs to 
fou), that which is corporeal, and that which is material. And fuch are the orders of the infi- 
nite, in which fuch as are fecond are always fufpcnded from thofe prior to them. For material 
infinity is connected through the perpetuity of generation. The perpetuity of generation is 
never-failing, through the perpetual motion of ather; and the perpetual motion of zther is 
effe&ted through the unceafing period of a divine foul; for of this it is an imitation. The period 
allo of a divine foul is unfolded through the continued and never-failing power of time, which 
makes the fame beginning and end, through the temporal inflant or now. And tme energizes 
infinitely, through intellectual infinity, which is perpetually permanent. For that which pro- 
ceeds according to timc, when it is infinite, is fo through a caufe perpetually abiding, about 
which it evolves itielf, and round which it harmonically moves in a manner eternally the fame. 
Intelle& alfo lives to infinity through eternity. For the eternal is imparted to all things from 
eternity and being; whence all things derive life and being, fome more clearly, and others more 
obfcurely. And eternity is infnitey through the fountain of infinity, which fupernally fupplies 
the never-failing to all eflences, powers, energies, periods, and generations. As far as to this, 
therefore, the order of infinites afcends, and from this defcends. For the order of things 
beautiful is from the beautiful itfelf, that of equals from the firft equality, and that of infinites 
from the infinite itfelf. And thus much concerning the orders of the infinite. 

Let us now confider fupernally the feries of bound which proceeds together with the infinite: 
for divinity produccd thefe two caufes, bound and infinity, together, or in other words, fpeaking 
Orphically, zther and chaos. For the infinite is chaos, as diftributing all power, and all infinity, 
as comprehending other things, and as being as it were the moft infinite of infinites. But 
bound is ether, becaufe.ather itfelf bounds and meafures all things. The firit bound, therefore, 
is bound itfelf, and is the fountain and bafis of all bounds, intelligible, intelleétual, fuper- 


mundane, and mundane, prefubfifting as the meafure and limit of all things. The fecond is 
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that which fubfifts according to eternity. For eternity, as we have before obferved, is cha- 
raĉterized both by infinity and bound ; fince, fo far as it is the caufe of never-failing life, and fo 
far as it is the fupplier of the ever, it is infinite ; but fo far as it is the meafure of all intelleQual 
energy, and the boundary of the life of intellect, terminating it fupernally, it is bound. And, in 
fhort, it is itfelf, the firft of the things mingled from bound and infinity. The third proceffion 
of bound is beheld in intelleé&t. For, fo far as it abides in famenefs according to intelle€tion, and 
pofefies one life, eternal and the fame, it is bounded and limited. For the immutable and the 
ftable belong to a bounded nature; and, in fhort, as it is number, it is evident that in this 
refpe&t it participates of bound. In the fourth place, therefore, time is bound, hoth as proceeding 
according to number, and as meafuring the periods of fouls. For every where that which 
meafures, fo far us it meafures and limits other things, effeéts this through participating of the 
caufe of bound. In the fifth place, the period of the foul, and its circulation, which is accom- 
plifhed with invariable famenefs, is the unapparent meafure or evolution of all alter-motive 
natures. In the fixth place, the motion of zther, fubfifting according to the fame, and in the 
fame, and about the fame, bounds on all fides that which is difordered in material natures, and 
convolves them into one circle ; and is itfelf bounded in itfelf. For the infinity of it confifts in the 
again, (tv Ty may), but not in not reverting, (ov Ty un avaxaumrew) : nor is the infinity of it fuch as 
that which fubfifts according to a right line, nor as deprived of bound. For the one period of 
zther is infinite by frequency (tw morraxıs eerw cmeipos), In the feventh place, the never-failing 
fubfiftence of material forms, the indeftructibility of wholes, and all things being bounded, par- 
ticulars by things common, and parts by wholes, evince the oppofition in thefe of bound to the 
infinite. For, generated natures being infinitely changed, forms at the fame time are bounded, 
and abide the fame, neither becoming more nor lefs. In the eighth place, all quantity in things 
material may be called bound, in the fame manner as, we before obferved, quality is infinite. 
In the ninth place, the body without quality, which is the laft of all things except matter, as a 
whole is ound : for it is not infinite in magnitude, but is as much extended in quantity 
as the univerfe. For it is neceffary to call this body the whole fubje& of the univerfe. In the 
tenth place, the material form which detains matter, and circumfcribes its infinity, and formlefs 
nature, is the progeny of bound, to which fome alone looking, refer bound and the infinite to 
matter alone and form. And fuch and fo many are the orders of bound. 

The infinite, therefore, which is here denied of the one, is the fame as the not having a bound, in 
the fame manner as the nct having parts is the fame with the impartible, when the impartible is 
afferted of rhe one. But if the one is neither from any other caufe, and there is no final caufe of 
it, it is very properly faid to be injimite. For every thing is bounded by its caufe, and from it 
obtains its properend. Whether, therefore, there is any intelligible or intellectual bound, the one is 
bevond all the feries of bound. But if the firt God, in the Laws, is faid to be the meafure of 
all things, it is not wonderful: for there he is fo denominated, as the objet of defire to all 
things, and as limiting the being, power, and perfection of all things; but here he is fhown to be 
infinite, as being indigent of no bound or part. For all things are denied of him in this place, as 
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tirely fo, It is, therefore, neither ftraight nor circular, fince it is without 
parts. 


of himfelf with refpect to himfelf. The one, therefore, is infinite, as above all bound. Hence this 
infinite muft be confidered as the fame with the non-pofeffion of extremes; and the pofteffion of 
extremes is, therefore, denied of the one, through the infinite. For neither power muft be 

afcribed to it, nor indefinite multitude, nor any thing elfe which is fignified by the infinite. 
© Parmenides firft takes away many from the one; and this as from common conception: in 
the fecond place, he takes away whcle, and the havirg parts; and this through fhe one not being 
many: in the third place, beginning, middle, and end; and this through not having parts. He 
alfo affumes as a confequent corollary, that the one is beyond bound, which is coordinated with 
parts, and which makes the poffeflion of extremes. But bound is twofold : for it is either begin- 
ning or end. In the fourth place, therefore, he now takes away the /raight and the round, which 
in the fecond hypothefis he arranges after the poffeffion of extremes, and after the poffeflion of 
beginning, middle, and end. But before he fyllogiftically demonftrates the fourth, he enunciates 
the conclufion ; for he fays, “ without figure therefore.” For it is requifite that intelleQual 
projections, or, in other words, the immediate and dire& vifion of intelleét, fhould be the leader 
of fcientific fyllogifms,; fince intelle€&t alfo comprehends the principles of fcience. The pre- 
affumption, therefore, of the conclufion imitates the collected vifion of intelle€&t; but the pro- 
cefion through fyllogifms imitates the evolution of fcience from intellect. And here we may 
perceive alfo, that the conclufion is more common than the fyllogifins: for the latter receive the 
ftraight and the round feparately, and thus make the negation; but the former fimply afferts 
that the one is without figure. Eut thefe are the forms common to all intervals. For lines are 
divided into the ftraight, the round, and the mixed; and, ina fimilar manner, fupcrficies and 
folids ; except that in lines the ftraight and the round are without figure; but in fuperficies or 
folids they are receptive of figure. Hence fome of thefe are called right-lined, others curve- 
lined, and others mixed from thefe. As it has been fhown, therefore, that the one is without bounds 
or extremities, it was neceflary that Parmenides fhould deny of it the ftraight, and the poffeffion 
of extremes. But that which is figured is a thing of this kind: for he a(fumes boundaries 
comprehenfive of the things bounded, which alone belong to things figured. There is alfo 
another accuracy in the words, fays Proclus, which is worthy of admiration. For he does not 
fay that the one is neither ftraight nor round; fince he has not yet colleéted that it is without 
figure. For what would hinder it from having fome one of the middle figures, fuch as that of 
the cylinder or cone, or fome other of thofe that are mixed? For, if we thould Bive to the one 
fome figure from thofe that are mixed, it would participate both of the ftraight and the round. 
Thus, for inftance, if we fhould inquire whether nature is white or black, and fhould find that 
it is neither white nor black, it would not follow. from this, that it is entirely void of colour: for, 
by the participation of both thefe, it would poflefs fome one of the middle colours; fince the 
media are from the extremes. Plato therefore fays, that the one neither participates of the round 
nor the jféraight, that it may rot have either of thefe, nor any one of the media. This alfo is 
evident, that this conclufion is more partial than that which is prior to it. For, if any thing 
participates of figure, it has alfo extremes and a middle ; but not every thing which has extremes 
and 
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parts. Right. And indecd, being fuch, it will be no where 9; fer it will 
neither 


and a middle participates of figure. For a line, number, time and motion, may poffefs extremes, 
all which are without figure. A tranfition likewife is very properly made from figure to the 
ftraight and the round. For it is poffible univerfully to deny figure of the one, by fhowing that 
figure has bound and limitation. But rhe one does not receive any bound. Plato however was 
willing to deduce his difcourfe fupernally, according to two coordinations ; and hence from the 
beginning he afflumes after many, whole and parts, and again extremes and middle, frraight and 
round, in itfelf and in another, abiding and Leing moved, &c. through this affumption indicating that 
the one is none of thefe. For it is not poble that it can be both oppofites, fince it would no 
longer remain one according to the hypothefis ; nor can it be either of thefe, for thus it would 
have fomething hoftile and oppofed to itfelf. It is however neceffary that the one fhould be prior 
to all oppofition, or it will not be the caufe of all things; fince it will not be the caufe of thofe 
things which its oppofite produces. Proceeding, therefore, according to the two feries of things, 
he very properly now paffes from figure to the frraight and the round. 

But fince in the Phedrus Plato denominates the intelligible fummit of intellectuals, which he 
there calls the fuperceleftial place, uncoloured, unfigured, and untouched, mutt we fay that that 
order and the one are fimilarly unfigured? By no means: for neither is there the fame mode of 
negation in both. For of that order Plato denies fome things, and affirms others, For he fays that 
it is eflence and true effence, and that it can alone be feen by intelleét, the governor of the foul; 
and likewife that the genus of true fcience fubfifts about it; becaufe there is another, viz. the 
intelligible order prior to it, and it is exempt from fome things, but participates of others. But 
he denies all things, and affirms nothing of the one: for there is nothing prior to the one, but it 
is fimilarly exempt from all beings. The mode, therefore, of ablation is different ; and this, as 
Proclus well obferves, Plato indicates by the very words themfelves. For he calls the intelligible 
fummit of intelleCtuals unfivured; but he fays that the one participates of no figure. But the 
former of thefe is not the fame with the latter, as neither is the impartible the fame with that 
which has no part. After the fame manner, therefore, he calls that eflence unfigured, but afferts 
that the one participates of no figure. Hence ityappears that the former, as producing, and as 
being more excellent than intelletual figure, is called wxfigured. This, therefore, was fubordi- 
nate to another figure, viz. the intelligible: for intelligible intelle&t eomprehends the intelligible 
caufes of figure and multitude, and all things; and there are figures perfeClly unknown and in- 
effable, which are fir unfolded into light from intelligibles, and which are only known to intel- 
ligible inteilect. But the fuperceleftial place, bring the fummit in intelligibles, is the principle 
of all intellectual figures; and hence it is unfigured, but is not fimply exempt from all figure. 
The one, however, is exempt from every order of thefe figures, both the occult and intelleQlual, 
and is eftablifhed above all unknown and known figures. 

7 The flraight and the round here are to be confidered as fignifying progreflion and converfion : 
for progreflion is behe!d according to the ftraight, which alfo it makes the end of itfelf. Every 
intellectual nature, therefore, proceeds to all things according to the ftraight, and is converted to 
its own good, which is the middle in each; and this is no other than the intelligible which it cone 


tains, But things are feparated from each other according to progreflion, the proceeding from 
the 
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neither be in another, nor in itfelf. How fo? For, being in another, it 
would 


the abiding, and the muttiplied from the united. For progreffon is that which makes fome things firft, 
others middle, and others laft; but conver/ion again Conjoins all things, and leads them to one 
thing, the common objet of defire to all beings. In thefe two, therefore, each of thefe defini- 
tions is to be found, of which the intelle€tual Gods firft participate: for thefe are efpecially 
characterized by converfion. In the fecond place from thefe, fouls participate of the ftraight 
and the round; proceeding, indeed, after the manner of a line, but being again inflected into 
circles, and converting themfelves to their principles. But fenfibles participate of thefe in the 
laft place: for right-lined figures fubfft in thefe with interval, and partibly, and the fpheric form, 
which is comprehenfive of all mundane figures. Hence, Timzus makes the whole world to be a 
{phere ; but through the five figures, which are the only figures that have equal fides and angles, 
he adorns the five parts of the world, infcribing all thefe in the fphere, and in each other, by 
which he manifefts that thefe figures are fupernally derived from a certain elevated order. 

Thefe two alfo may be perceived in generation: the round according to the circulation in things 
vifible ; for generation circularly returns to itfelf, as it is faid inthe Phadrus. But the /rraight 
is feen according to the progreflion of every thing, from its birth to its acme; and acme is here 
the middle darkening the extremes; for through this there is a tranfition to the other of the ex- 
tremes, juft as, in a right line, the paflage from one extreme to the other is through the middle. 
Thefe two, therefore, fupernally pervade from intelletual as far as to generated natures; the 
JSiraight being the caufe of progreffion, but the round of converfion. If, therefore, the one neither 
proceeds from itfelf, nor is converted to itfelf—for that which proceeds is fecond to that which 
produces, and that which is converted is indigent of the defirable—it is evident that it neither 
participates of the /fraizht, nor of the round figure. For how can it proceed, having no pro- 
ducing caufe of itfelf, neither in nor prior to itfelf, left it fhould be deprived of the one, being 
fecond, or having the form of the duad? How, alfo, can it be converted, having no end, and no 
object of defire? Here, likewife, it is again evident that Plato colleéts thefe conclufions from 
what precedes, viz. from the one neither poffeffing beginning, nor middle, nor end; always ge- 
ometrically demonflrating things fecond through fuch as are prior to them, imitating the orderly 
progreffion of things, which ever makes its defcent from primary to fecondary natures. 

8 Asthe whole middle order of the Gods called intelligible, and at the fame time intellectual, 
is fymbolically fignified in thefe words, Plato very properly in the conclufion converts the whole 
of it. For, if the one has figure, it will be many. He therefore conjoins figure to many through 
parts; but demonftrates that all thefe genera are fecondary to the one, So great, however, fays 
Proclus, is the feparation of the divine orders, that Plato does not attempt to conneét the nega- 
tions that follow in a regular fucceffion till he has firt converted this order to itfelf ; conjoining 
figure to many, and indicating the alliance of all the aforefaid genera. In what order of things, 
however, the /iraight and the round fubfift, will be more clearly known in the fecond hypotkefis. 

§ The difcourfe paffes on to another order, viz. to the fummit of thofe Gods that are proper!y 
called intelle€tual : and this he denies of she one, demonftrating that the one is no where; neither 
as comprehended in another caule, nor as itfelf comprchended in itfelf. Before he fyllogizes, 
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would after a manner be circularly comprehended by that in which it is, 
and 


however, he again previoufly announces the conclufion, employing intelleQual proje€tions prior 
to {cientific methods ; and this he cont{tantly does in all that follows. 

Itis here, however, neceflary to obferve, that 10 where is predicated moft properly and fimply 
of the firt caufe. For the foul is frequently faid to be no where, and particularly, the foul 
which has no habitude or alliance with body: for it is not detained by any fecondary nature, nor 
is its energy circumf{cribed through a certain habitude, as if it were bound by fuch habitude to 
things poflerior to itfelf. Intellect alfo is faid to be no where : for it is in a fimilar manner every 
where, and is equally prefent to all things. Or rather, through a prefence of this kind it is 
detained by no ose of its participants. Divinity alfo is faid to be no where, becaufe he is exempt 
from all things, becaufe he is imparticipable, or, in other words, is not confubfiftent with any 
thing elfe; and becaufe he is better than all communion, all habitude, and all coordination with 
other things. There is not, however, the fame mode of the zo where in all things. For foul indeed 
is no where with refpe& to the things pofterior to itfelf, but is not fimply no where; fince it is in 
itfelf, as being felf-motive, and likewife in the caufe whence it originates. For every where the 
caufe preafflumes and uniformly comprehends the power of its effect. Intelle€t is alfo no where 
with refpeét to the things pofterior to itfelf, but it is in itfelf, as being felf-fubfiftent, and, further 
ftill, is comprehended in its proper caufe. Hence, it is falfe to fay that intelleét is abfolutely no 
avhere; for the one alone is fimply no where. For it is neither in things pofterior to itfelf, as 
being exempt from ali things; (fince neither intellect nor foul, principles pofterior to the one, are 
in things potterior to themfelves,) nor is it in itfelf, as being fimple and void of all multitude ; 
nor is it in any thing prior to itfelf, becaufe there is nothing better than the one. This, therefore, 
is fimply zo where; but all other things have the #2 where fecondarily, and are in one refpect no 
where, and in another not. For, if we furvey all the order of beings, we hall find material forms 
fubfifting in others only, and eftablifhed in certain fubjeéts: for they verge to bodies, and are in 
a certain refpeét in a fubje&, bearing an echo, as it were, and image of a thing fubfifting in 
itfelf, fo far as they are certain lives and effences, and in confequence of one part fuffering they 
are copaffive with themfelves. With refpeé to fouls that fubfitt in habitude or alliance to body, 
thefe, fo far as they have habitude, are in another: for habitude to fecondary natures entirely in- 
troduces, together with itfelf, fubfiftence in another; but fo far as they are able to be converted 
to themfelves, they are purified from this, fubfifting in themfelves. For natures indeed extend 
all their energies about bodies, and whatever they make they make in fomething elfe. Souls 
employ, indeed, fome energies about bodies ; but others are directed to themfelves, and through 
thefe they are converted to themfelves. But fouls that are without habitude to body are not in 
other things that are fecondary or fubordinate to them, but are in others that are prior to them. 
For a fubfiftence in another is twofold, one kind being fubordinate to the fubfiftence of a thing 
in itfelf, and arifing from a habitude to things fecondary, but the other being better than fuch a 
{ubfiftence ; and the former extends as far as to fouls that fubfift in habitude to body ; but the 
latter only originates from divine natures, and, in fhort, from fuch as fubfift without habitude. 


Divine fouls, therefore, are alone in the natures prior to them, as, for inftance, in the intellects 
from 
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and would be touched '° by it in many places: but it is impoffible that the 
one 


from which they are fufpended ; but intellect is both in itfelf, and in that which is prior to itfelf, 
viz. in the unity which it derives from the one, and which is the vertex and flower of its effence. 
This no where, therefore, is by no means fubordinate to the fubfiftence of a ching in itic!f. For 
how can the no where which oppofes a fubfiftence in fome particular thing be adapted to things 
which have their being in another? But to thofe that have a fubfiltence in themfelves better 
than a fubfiftence in another, the no where is prefent indeed, but not imply: for each of thefe 
is in its proper caufe. But to the one alone the no where primarily and fimply belongs. For 
the one is not in things pofterior to itfelf, becaufe it is without habitude or alliance ; nor in itfelf, 
becaufe it is the one; nor in any thing prior to itfelf, becaufe it is the firft. 

In the next place, let us confider the every where, and whether it is better and more perfect 
than rhe no where, or fubordinate to it. For, if better, why do we not afcribe that which is 
better to the firft, inftead of faying that the one is alone no where? But, if it is fubordinate, how 
is it not better not to energize providentially, than fo to energize? May we not fay, therefore, 
that the every where is twofold ? one kind taking place, when it is confidered with reference to 
things pofterior to it, as when we fay that providence is every where, that it is not abfent from 
any fecondary natures, but that it preferves, connects and adorns all things, pervading through 
them by its communi¢ations. But the other kind of every where fubfifts as with relation to all 
things prior and pofterior to it. Hence that is properly every where which is in things fub- 
ordinate, in itfelf, and in things prior to itfelf. And of this every where the no where which is 
now affumed is the negation, as being neither in itfelf, nor in any thing prior to itfelf. This 
no where alfo is better than the every where, and is alone the prerogative of the one. But there 
is another xo where coordinate with the every where, and which is alone predicated with refer- 
ence to things fecondary, fo that each is true in confequence of that which remains. For being 
is no where becaufe it is every where. For that which is detained in fome particular place, is in 
a certain thing; but that which is fimilarly prefent to all things is definitely no where: and 
again, becaufe no where, on this account it is every where. For, in confequence of being fimilarly 
exempt from all things, it is fimilarly prefent to all things, being as it were equally diftant from 
all things. Hence, this so where and this every where are coordinate with each other. But the 
other no where is better than every every where, and can alone be adapted to the one, as being a 
negation of every fubfiftence in any thing. For, whether the fubfiftence is as in p/ace, or as in 
whole, or as the whole in its parts, or as in the end, or as flings governed in the governing principle, 
or as genus in fpecies, or as fpecies in genera, or as in time, the onz is fimilarly exempt from all thefe. 
For neither is it comprehended in place, left it fhould appear to be multitude. Nor is it any 
comprchending whole, left it fhould confift of parts. Nor is it a part of any thing, left, being 
in the whole of which it is a part, it fhould be a paffive one. For every whole which is paffive 
to the one, is indigent of that which is truly one. Noor is it in parts: for it has no parts. Nor 
as there any end of it: for it has been fhown that it has no end. Nor does it fubfift as in the 
governing principle: for it has been fhown that it has not any beginning. Nor is it as genus in 
fpecies, left again multitude fhould happen about it, through the comprehenfion of fpecies ; 
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one which is without parts, and which does not participate of a circle, 


fhould 


nor as fpecies in genera; for, of what will it be the fpecies, fince nothing is more excellent than 
irfelf? Nor is it as in time: for thus it would be multitude; fince every thing which is in time 
flows; and every thing that flows confits of parts. The one, therefore, is better than all the 
modes of a fubfiftence in any thing. Hence the negation of no where is true: for a fubfiftence 
in Jome particular thing is oppofed to no where; juft as Jome one is oppofed to no one: fo that the ene 
will be no where. 

Again, toa, Plato gives a twofold divifion to a fubfiftence in fomething; viz. into a fubfiftence 
in another, and into a fubfiftence in itfelf ; comprehending in thefe two all the abovementioned 
celebrated modes which are enumerated by Ariftotle in his Phyfics; that if he can fhow that 
the one is neither in itfelf, nor in another, he may be able to demonftrate that it is 20 where. But 
this being fhown, it will appear that the one is exempt from that order to which the fymbol of 
being in itfelf and in another pertains. It will alfo appear from hence that intelle& is not the 
firft caufe: for the peculiarity of intellect is a fubfiftence in itfelf, in confequence of being con- 
verted to itfelf, at the fame time that its energy is directed to fuch things as are firft, viz. to 
intelligibles and the one. 

2° Let us here confider how according to Plato every thing which is in another, is after a 
manner circularly comprehended by that in which it is, and is touched by it in many places. 
Of thofe prior to us then, fays Proclus, fome have confidered the fubfiftence of the one in fome- 
thing elfe, more partially, alone affuming a fubfiftence in place, and in a veffel, and to thefe 
adapting the words. For that which is in place in a certain refpe€&t touches place, and alfo that 
which is in a veffel touches the veffel, and is on all fides comprehended by it. This, therefore, 
fay they, is what Plato demonftrates to us, that the one is not in place, fince that which is in 
place muft neceffarily be many, and muft be touched by it in many places; but it is impoffible 
that the one fhould be many. There is however nothing venerable in the affertion that the one is 
not in place, fince this is even true of partial fouls like ours; but it is neceffary that what is 
here fhown fhould be the prerogative of she one, and of that caufe which is eftablifhed above all 
beings. But otters looking to things fay, that every thing which being in a certain thing is 
comprehended by it, is denied of the one: and their affertion is right. For the one is in no 
refpedl in any thing, as has been before fhown. But how does this adapt the words to the 
various modes of a fubfiftence in fomething ? For a point is evidently faid to be in a line as in 
another; fince a point is different from a line; and ic does not follow, becaufe it is in anothez, 
that on this account it is on all fides comprehended by the line, and is touched by many of its 
parts. Ir may indeed be faid, in anfwer to this, that though the line does not circularly contain 
the point according to interval, yet it comprehends it after another manner: for it embraces its 
idioms. Fora point is a boundary only; but a line is both a boundary and fomething elfe, being 
a length without a breadth. A point alfo is without interval; but a line poffeffes interval 
according to length, though not according to breadth and depth. For, in fhort, fince a point is 
not the fame with zhe one, it is neceffary that the point fhould be many, not as containing parts 


after the manner of interval, for in this refpe& it is impartible, but as containing many idioms 
which 
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fhould be touched by a circle in many places. Impoffible. But if it were in 
itfelf it would alfo contain itfelf, fince it is no other than atfelf which fubfifts 
in itfelf: for it is impoffible that any thing fhould not be comprehended * 


by 


which have the relation of parts, and which the line comprehending, may be faid to touch the 
point in many places. But that the point is not the fame with zbe one is evident ; for the latter 
is the principle of all things, but the former of magnitudes alone. Nor is the point prior to 
the one: for the monad is one, and the impartible in time, or the now. It remains, therefore, 
that the point is pofterior to the one, and participates of it. But, if this be the cafe, it may 
poffefs many incorporeal idioms, which are in the line, and are comprehended by it. 

Thofe however who thus interpret the prefent paflage do not perceive how Plato affumes a 
fubfittence in a certain thing, and what he luoks to among beings, when he denies this of the one. 
It is better, therefore, fays Proclus, to fay with our preceptor Syrianus, conformably to that moft 
prudent and fafe mode of interpretation, that Plato denies thefe things of the one, which in the 
fecond hypothefis he affirms of the one being, and that he fo denies as he there affirms. In the 
fecond hypothelis, therefore, Plato indicating the fummit of the intelleCtual order, fays that the 
one is in itfelf and in another; which evidently applies to that order, becaufe it is converted to 
itfelf intellectually, and abides eternally with a monadic fubfiftence in its caufes. For it is the 
monad of the intellectual Gods; abiding indeed, according to its tranfcendency, in the in- 
telle€&tual Gods, prior to, but unfolding into light the intelle€tual idiom, according to an energy 
in and about, itfelf. The fubfiftence, therefore, in another is of fuch a kind as an abiding in 
caufe, and being comprehended in its proper caufe. This, therefore, is the circular compre- 
henfion, and the being touched in many places, of which Plato now fpeaks. For, as this order 
is contained in its caufe, it is more partial than it. But every thing more partial is more 
multiplied than its more comprehenfive caufe ; and, being more multiplied, it is conjoined with 
it by the various powers of itfelf, and differently with different powers. For this is what is 
implied by the words “in many piaces;” fince according to different powers it is differently 
united to the intelligible prior to itfelf. To this order of beings, alfo, a fubfiftence in itfelf 
accords together with a fubfiftence in another. The multitude likewife of this order is nume- 
rous: for it participates of intelligible multitude, and has parts; fince it participates of the 
middle genera in the caufes prior to itfelf. It is allo in a certain refpe circular; for it par- 
ticipates of the extremity of the middle orders, viz. of the figure which is there. Hence, it is 
neither one fimply, but many, nor impartible, but having parts, viz. incorpofeal idioms ; nor is it 
beyond all figure, but is circular. And fo far as it is many, it is able to be touched in many 
things by the natures prior to itfelf; but fo far as it has parts, it is able to communicate with 
them in many places, and in a remarkable degree; and fo far as it is figured, it is circularly 
comprehended by them. For every thing figured is comprehended by figure. But the one 
neither has parts, nor participates of the circle; fo that there cannot be a caufe prior to it, 
which circularly touches it and in many places; but it is beyond all things, as having no caufe 
better than itfelf. 

11 Let us here confider with Proclus how that which is in itfelf poffeffes both that which 

comprehends, 
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by that in which it is. It is impoffible. Would not, therefore, that which 
contains be one thing, and that which is contained another? For the 
fame whole '? cannot at the fame time fuffer and do both thefe: and thus 

the 


comprehends, and that which is comprehended; and what both thefe are. Every thing, there- 
fore, which is the caufe of itfelf, and is felf-fubfiftent, is faid to be in itfelf. For, as felf-motive 
rank prior to alter-motive natures, fo things felf-fubfiftent are arranged prior to fuch as are 
produced by another. For, if there is that which perfects itfelf, there is alfo that which generates 
itfelf. But if there is that which is felf-fubfiftent, it is evident that it is of fuch a kind as both 
to produce and be produced by itfelf. As, therefore, producing power always co:mprehends 
according to caufe that which it produces, it is neceflary that whatever produces itfelf fhould 
comprehend itfelf fo far as it is a caufe, and fhould be comprehended by itfelf fo far as it is 
caufed ; but that it fhould be at once both caufe and the thing caufed, that which comprehends 
and that which is comprehended. If, therefore, a fubfiftence in another fignifies the being pro- 
duced by another more excellent caufe, a fubfiftence in felf muft fignify that which is felf- 
begotten, and produced by itfelf. 

™ Let us confider how it is impoffible for the fame whole, at the fame time, both to do and 
fuffer: for this Plato affumes as a thing common and univerfally acknowledged. Will it not 
follow, therefore, if this be granted, that the felf-motive nature of the foul will no longer 
remain? For, in things felf-moved, that which moves is not one thing, and that which is moved 
another; but the whole is at the fame time moving and moved. To this it may be replied as 
follows: Of the powers of the foul fome are generative, and others converfive of the foul to 
herfelf. The generative powers, therefore, beginning from the foul produce its life; but the 
converfive convolve the foul to itfelf, according toa certain vital circle, and to the intelleé& 
which is eftablifhed prior to foul. For, as the generative powers produce a twofold life, one kind 
abiding, but the other proceeding into body and fubfifting in a fubjet, fo the converfive powers 
make a twofold converfion, one of the foul to herfelf, the other to the intelle& which is beyond 
her. Of thefe powers, therefore, the whole foul participates, becaufe they proceed through each 
other, and energize together with each other; whence every rational foul is faid to generate 
herfelf. For the whole participates through the whole of generative powers, and fhe converts 
as it were herfelf to herfelf ; and neither is that which generates without converfion, nor is that 
which converts unprolific, but a participation through each other is effe€ted. Hence both 
affertions are true, viz. that the foul generates herfelf, and that it is not poflible for the whole of 
a thing at the fame time both to do and fuffer. For though that which produces and that 
which is produced are one thing, yet together with union there is alfo difference, through which 
a thing of this kind does not remain unmultiplied. For the whole foul is indeed produced, but 
not fo far as it produces is it alfo according to this produced; fince that which primarily 
produces is the generative power of the foul. Since however it is poffible in fome things for 
a certain part to generate, and a part to be generated, as in the world that which is celeflial is 
faid to generate and fabricate, and that which is fublunary to be generated; and again, not for 


a part, but the whole to be generated and generate in different times; and lafily, for the whole 
5 both 
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the one would no longer be one, but two. It certainly would not. The 


one, therefore, is not any where 13, fince it is neither in itfelf nor in another. 
It 


both to do and fuffer in ihe fame time, but to do one thing, and fuffer another, and not the 
fame: for what if a thing fhould impart heat, and at the fame time receive cold, or fhould 
whiten and be at the fame time blackened ?—on this account, Plato taking away all fuch 
objections accurately adds the words, the whole, at the fame time, the fame thing, that it may not 
act in one part and fuffer in another, nor at different times, nor do one thing and fuffer another. 

Hence, fince that which is felf-fubfiftent is neceffarily divifible into that which is more excel- 
lent, and that which is fubordinate, for fo far as it produces it is more excellent, but fo far as 
it is produced fubordinate, it follows that she one is beyond a felf-fubfiflent nature: for she one 
does not admit of divifion, with which a felf-fubfiftent nature is neceflarily connected. Indced 
the one is better than every paternal and generative caufe, as being exempt from all power. For 
though according to Plato it is the caufe of all beautiful things, yet it is not the caufe in fuch a 
manner as if it employed power, through which it is productive of all things: for power fubfifts 
together with hyparxis or the fummit of effence, to which it is at the fame time fubordinate. 
But of the natures pofterior to the one, fome being moft near to, and ineffably and occultly un- 
folded into light from it, have a paternal and generative dignity with relation to all beings, and 
produce other things from themfelves by their own powers. In this, therefore, they abound 
more than, and confequently fall fhort of the fimplicity of, the one, that they generate felf-fub- 
fiftent natures: for additions in things divine are attended with diminution of power. Other 
natures, therefore, pofterior to the one, being now feparated and multiplied in themfelves, are 
allotted the power of things felf-fubfiftent; fubfifting indeed from primary caules, but pro- 
duced alfo from themfelves. Thefe, therefore, are fufpended from the paternal and generative 
caufes of forms, but paternal caufes from the one, which is more excellent than every caufe of this 
kind, and which in a manner unknown to all things unfolds beings from itfelf, according to the 
principles of things. Hence, if this be the cafe, it is evident that every thing which gives fub- 
fiftence to itfelf is alfo produdtive of other things. For felf-fubfiftent natures are neither the 
fir nor the lat of things. But that which produces other things without producing itfelf is 
twofold; one of thefe being better, and the other worfe, than things felf-fubfiftent. Such, 
therefore, are producing natures. But of things produced from a generating caufe, felf- 
fubfiftent natures firt proceed, being produced indeed, but fubfifting felf-begotten from their 
proper caufes. For they proceed from their caufe in a way fuperior to a felf-begetting energy. 
The next in order to thefe are the natures which are fufpended from another producing caufe, 
but which are incapable of generating and being generated from themfelves. And this order of 
things has its progreffion fupernally as far as to the laft of things. For if, among generating 
natures, that which generates itfelf alfo generates other things, but that which generates 
other things does not neceflarily generate itfelf, it follows that things generative of others are 
prior to fuch as generate themfelves: for things more comprehenfive rank more as principles. 

13 Plato very geometrically, in each of the theorems, firit enunciates the propoiition, after- 


wards gives the demonftration, and, in the lat place, the conclufion; through the propofition 
imitating 
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It is not. But contider whether thus circumftanced it can either ftand or 
be moved 14. Why can it not? Becaufe whatever is moved is either 
locally moved, or fuffers alteration "5 ; for thefe alone are the genera of 

motion. 


imitating the collected and ftable energy of intelle€l ; through the demonftration, the progreflion 
of inteiletions evolving itfelf into multitude; and through the conclufion, the circular motion 
of intellect to its principle, and the one perfection of all intelle€tual energy. This, therefore, 
which he does in the preceding theorems, he particularly does in this. For it pertains to this 
order, bo:h to fubfit from itfeif, and to abide in the natures prior to itfelf. ‘The logical 
difcurfus, therefore, imitates the fubfiftence of this order in itfelf, but the conclufion, and a 
returning to the principle, a fubfiftence in another. 

14 Parmenides here proceeds to another order, viz. the vivific, from the intelle&tual monad, 
and evinces that the one is exempt from this. The idioms, therefore, of this vivific order are 
nition and permanency ; the former unfolding into light the fountains of life, and the latter firmly 
eftablifhing this life exempt from its proper rivers. That it is not requifite, however, alone to 
take away phyfical motions from the one, Plato himfelf manifefts. by faying, * the one therefore is 
immovable, according to every kind of motion.” But all energy, according to him, is motion. 
The one therefore is prior fo energy. Hence alfo it is prior to power, left it fhould poffefs power 
imperfe&t and unenergetic. Should it be afked why Plato places mot.on before famene/s and diffe- 
rence? we reply, that motion and permanency are beheld in the effences and energies of things : 
for proceflion is effential motion, and permanency an effential eftablifhment in caufes ; fince every 
thing at the fame time that it abides in, alfo proceeds from, its caufe. Effential motion and per- 
manency, therefore, are prior to famene/s and difference : for things in proceeding from their caufes 
become fame and diferent; different by proceeding, but fame by converting themfelves to that 
which abides. Hence motion and permanency rank prior to famene/s and difference, as originating 
prior to them. On this account, in the Sophifta, Plato arranges motion and permanency after being, 
and next to thefe fume and different. 

15 Plato, in the tenth book of his Laws, makes a perfect divifion of all motions into ten, 
eight of which are paflive. The ninth of thefe is indeed energetic, but is both motive and moved, 
moving other things, and being moved by a caufe prior to itfelf ; and the tenth is energetic 
from itfelf, in that which is moved poffefling alfo that which moves, being no other than a felf- 
motive nature. It is however now requifite to make a more fynoptical divifion, that we may not 
phyfiologize in difcourfes about divine natures. Hence Plato concifely diftributes all motions 
into two. For that it is requifite not only to confider the propcfed motions as corporeal, but 
lixewife as comprehenfive of all incorporeal motions, is evident from his faying, “ for thefe are the 
only motions.” Both the motions of foul, therefore, and fuch as are intellectual, are compre- 
hended in thefe “two, viz. lation and alteration, or internal motion. It is alfo evident that every 
vivific genus of the Gods belongs to thefe motions, fince all life is motion according to Plato, and 
every motion is comprehended in the two which are here mentioned. Let us therefore confider 
every thing which is moved ; and firft of all let us direét our attention to bodies, either as fuffer- 
ing fome internal or fome external change: for that which changes one place for another fuf- 

tains 
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motion. Certainly. But if she one fhould be altered from itfelf, it is impoffible 
that it fhould remain in any refpe& the one. Impoffible. It will not 
therefore be moved according to alteration? It appears that it will not. 


tains a mutation of fomething belonging to things external; but that which is generating or cor- 
rupting, or increafing, or diminifhing, or mingling, fuffers a mutation of fomething inward. 
Hence that which is changed according to the external is faid to be moved according to lation: 
for a motion of this kind is local, place being external to bodies. But that which is moved ac- 
cording to fome one of the things within it is faid to fuffer internal change, whether it fuftains 
generation, or corruption, or increafe, or diminution, or mixture. Local motion, therefore, is 
prefent with divine bodies, fuch as thofe of the ftars, but they have no mutation according to 
efflence. For it is neceflary, indeed, that thefe fhould be locally moved, becaufe, as Plato fays 
in the Politicus, always to fubfift according to the fame, and after the fame manner, belongs to 
the moft divine of things alone; but the nature of body is not of this order. The celeftial bo- 
dies, however, being the firft of things vifible, poffefs a perpetual fubfiftence: for fuch things 
as are firft in every order poffefs the form of natures prior to themfelves. Hence thefe bodies 
are moved according to this motion alone, which preferves the effence of the things moved un- 
changed. But, afcending from bodies to fouls, we may fee that which is analogous in thefe to 
local motion, and that which correfponds to internal change. For, fo far as at different times 
they apply themfelves to different forms, and through contact with thefe become affimilated to 
their proper intelligibles, or the objeéts of their intelle€tual vifion, they alfo appear in a certain 
refpect to be multiform, participating by their energies of thefe intelligibles, which are always 
different, and being difpofed together with thera. So far, therefore, as this is effeCted, they may 
be faid to be internally changed. But again, fo far as they energize about the intelligible place, 
and pervade the whole extent of forms, being as it were external to them, and comprehending 
them on all fides, fo far they may be faid to be locally moved ; Plato alfo in the Phzedrus calling 
the energy of the foul about the intelligible place, a period and circulation, Souls, therefore, 
are both internally changed and locally moved; being internally changed according to that 
which is vital, for it is this which is difpofed together with, and is affimilated to, the vifions of 
the foul; but, according to that which is gnoftic, pafling on locally from one intelligible to an- 
other, revolving round thefe by its intelle€tions, and being reflected from the fame to the fame. 
Or we fhould rather fay, that fouls comprehend in themfelves the caufes of internal change, and 
of mutation according to place. In much celebrated intelle@, alfo, we fhalt find the paradigms 
fubfifting intelletually of thefe two fpecies of motion. For by participating the nature of the 
intelligible in intelleQlion, and becoming through intelligence a certain intelligible itfelf, it is 
internally changed about the intelle&ual idiom. For participations are faid to impart fomething 
of their own nature to their participant. But by intelletually perceiving in the fame, according 
to the fame things, and after the fame manner, and by energizing about its own intelligible as 
about a centre, it previoufly comprehends the paradigm of local circulation. Every where, there- 
fore, we fhall find that motions are internal changes and lations, fubfifting intellectually in in- 
tellect, pfychically in foul, and corporeally and divifibly in fenfibles ; fo that we ought not to 
wonder if thefe are the only motions; for all others are comprehended in thefe. 


VOL. Ill. T But 
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But will it be moved locally *6 ? Perhaps fo. But indeed if the one is moved 
locally, 


16 Parmenides pafles on to the other form of motion, viz. lation, and fhows that neither is 
the one moved according to this. He alfo divides lation into motion about the fame place, and 
into a mutation from one place to another. For every thing which is moved according to place, 
either preferves the fame place, fo that the whole remains intranfitive, and the thing itfelf is 
only moved in its parts; or it is moved both in the whole and the parts, and paffes from one 
place to another. For there are thefe four cafes: a thing is neither moved in the whole, nor in 
the parts ; or it is moved in the whole, and not in the parts; or it is moved in the parts, and 
not in the whole; or it is moved both in the whole and in the parts. But, of thefe four, it is 
impoflble for the whole to be moved, the parts remaining immovable; fince the parts from 
which the whole confifts are moved together with the whole. To be moved neither in the whole 
nor in the parts belongs to things which ftand ftill. It remains, therefore, either that the whole 
is not moved, the parts being moved, or that both the whole and the parts are moved. The for- 
mer of thefe motions is produced by a fphere or cylinder, when thefe are moved about their 
axes; but the latter is effected by a tranfition from one place to another, when the whole changes 
its place. It is evident, therefore, from this divifion, that fuch are the neceflary differences of 
motion. 

Thefe two motions are not only apparent in fenfibles, viz. the circular in the revolutions of 
the heavenly bodies, and a motion both according to whole and parts in the fublunary region, 
but they alfo fubfift in the natures beyond thofe. For a partial foul, throvgh its afcents and de- 
fcents, and its tranfitive energy according to length, contains the paradigm of motions both ac- 
cording to the whole and parts; and intelle€t, through its intranfitive revolution about the intel- 
ligible, caufally contains the circular motion. And not only intellect, but alfo every divine 
foul, through its meafured motion about intellect, receives an incorporeal circulation. Parme- 
nides alfo, fays Proclus, when he calls being a fphere, in his poems, and fays that it perceives 
intelle€tually, evidently calls its intelle€tion {pheric motion. But Timzus, bending the progreffion 
of the foul according to length, into cireles, and making one of thefe circles external and the 
other internal, confers both thefe eternally on the foul according to a demiurgic caufe, and 
an intelle€tual period prior to that of bodies. Theologifts alfo, Proclus adds, were well ac- 
quainted with incorporeal circulation. For the theologift of the Greeks (Orpheus) fpeaking con- 
cerning that firft and occult God * who fubfifts prior to Phanes, fays, “that he moves in an 
infinite circle with unwearied energy.” 
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And the Chaldzan Oracles affert that all fountains and principles abide in an un/fluggz/b revolution. 
For, fince every thing which is moved in a circle has permanency mingled with motion, they 
are very properly faid always to abide in circulation, the unfluggi/fh here fignifying immateriality. 
The motions, therefore, of incorporeal natures are comprehended in this divifion ; and fo the one 


* Viz. the vo oy or the firft being of Plato, the fummit of the intelligible order, 
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locally, it will either be carried round in the fame circle, or it will change 
one place for another. Neceffarily fo. But ought not that which is carried 
round in a circle to ftand firm in the middle, and to have the other parts of it- 
felf rolled about the middle? And can any method be devifed by which it is 
poffible that a nature which has neither middle nor parts can be circularly car- 
ried about the middle? There cannot be any. But if it changes its place'’, 
would it not become fituated elfewhere, and thus be moved? In this cafe 
it would. Has it not appeared to be impoffible that zbe one fhould be in any 
thing? It has. Is it not much more impofftble that it fhould become fituated 

in 


is fhown to be immovable, as being eftablifhed above all motion, and not as being partly im- 


movable and partly movable. 
17 That it is impoflible for the one to pafs from one place to another is evident. For either the 


whole muft be within both places; or the whole muft be without both; or this part of it muft 
be here, and that in the other place. But if the whole being without is in neither, it cannot be 
moved from one place to another. If again the whole is within both, neither again will it be 
moved from the former to the following place. And if one part of it is in this, and another in 
the remaining place, it will be partible, or confift of parts. But zhe one is not partible ; and con- 
fequently it cannot be in any thing, And here obferve, that though there may be fomething 
which is neither without nor within a certain thing, but is Hoth without and within (for thus 
foul and intellect are faid to be in the world and out of it), yet it is impoffible for the whole 
of a thing to be in fomething, and yet be neither without nor within it. Regarding, therefore, 
the partible nature of foul, not only ours, but alfo that which is divine, we may fay that it pof- 
feffes the caufe of a motion of this kind, fince it is neither wholly within nor yet perfectly with- 
out that which is the object of its energy. For the whole of it does not at once apply itfelf to 
the conceptions of intellect, fince it is not naturally adapted to fee thefe collectively; nor is it 
wholly feparated from intellect, but according to its own diffcrent intellections it becomes in a 
certain refpeét fituated in the different forms of intelleét, and introduces itfelf as it were into its 
intellections, as into its proper place. Hence Timzus does not refufe to call the foul generated, 
as he had previoufly denominated it partible. For foul does not poffefs a collective intelligence, 
but all its energies are generated ; and in confequence of this its intellefions are effentialized in 
tranfitions. Hence alfo time is fo intimately conneéted with foul, that it meafures its firft ener- 
gies. Intellect, therefore, appears genuinely to contain the paradigm of a circular motion, pof- 
feing as a centre that part of itfelf which abides, and which is the intelligible of intelle&, but 
the many progreflions of forms from this Vefta as it were of itfelf, as right lines from the centre. 
But all its energies, which are intellective of intelligibles, have the relation of the one fuperficies 
running round the lines from the centre, and the centre itfclf. A divine foul, however, cone 
tains the paradigm both of a right-lined and circular progreflion; of the former, as proceeding 
about the intelligible place, abiding indeed as a whole, but evolving the intelligible by its tranfi- 
tions; but of the latter, as always fixing the whole of itfelf in the obje& of intellcétion : for, as 

T 2 a whole, 
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in any thing? I do not underftand how you mean. If any thing is becom- 
ing to be in any thing, is it not neceflary that it fhould not yet że in it, 
fince it is becoming to be; nor yet entirely out of it, fince it has already 
become? It is neceffary. If therefore this can take place in any other 
thing, it muft certainly happen to that which poffeffes parts ; for one part 
of it will be in this thing, but another out of it: but that which has no 
parts cannot by any means be wholly within or without any thing. It is 
true. But is it not much more impoffible that that which neither has parts 
nor is a whole can be becoming to be in any thing; fince it can neither fubfift 
in becoming to be according to parts, nor according to a whole? So it ap- 
pears. Hence it will neither change its place by going any where *®, nor 
that it may become fituated in any thing ; nor, through being carried round 
in that which is the fame, will it fuffer any alteration. It does not appear 
that it can. The one therefore is immovable, according to every kind of 
motion. Immovable. But we have likewife afferted !° that it is impoffible 

for 


a whole, it both abides and is moved. And in the laft place, a partial foul, by its motions accord- 
ing to length, clearly produces the incorporeal caufe of a right-lined motion. 

8 Plato here collects all the aforefaid conclufions about motion; and having before enumerated 
them in a divided manner, he makes one univerfal conclufion, teaching us through this afcent 
how it is always requifite in the vifion of the one to contract multitude into that which is com- 
mon, and to comprehend parts through the whole. For the things which he had before divided 
into parts receiving three motions, viz. internal mutation, the right-lined and circular progreffion, 
thefe he now feparately enumerates, by faying, that the one neither proceeds, nor is circularly 
borne along, nor is altered ; and making an orderly enumeration, he recurs from things proxi- 
mately demonftrated to fuch as are prior to them, that he may conjoin the beginning to the end, 
and may imitate the intelle&ual circle. And here we may again fee that the propofition and the 
conclufion are univerfal, but that the demonftrations proceed together with divifions. For fable 
intelleétions and converfions contract multitude ; but thofe which fubfift according to progreffion 
divide the whole into parts, and the one into its proper number. 

19 The thing propofed to be fhown from the firft was to demonftrate that rhe one is unindigent 
of permanency and motion, and that it is beyond and the caufe of both. For the negation of 
permanency and motion cannot be applied to the one in the fame manner as to matter. For mat- 
ter participates of thefe merely in appearance. It is therefore applied to the one, as being better than 
both thefe. For, as fome one prior to us, fays Proclus, obferves, becaule the one does not abide, being 
is moved, and becaufe it is not moved, being is permanent. For being by its ftability imitates the 
immobility of the one, and, by its efficacious energy, that which in the one is above tenfion and an 


eftab ifhment in itfelf. And through both thefe it is affimilated to ze one, which is neither. i 
t 
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for the one to be in any thing. We have faid fo. It can never therefore 
be in fame. Why? Becaufe it would now be in that in which fame is. 
Entirely fo. But the one can neither be in itfelf nor in another. It can- 
not. The one therefore is never in fame. It does not appear that it is. 
But as it is never in fame, it can neither be at reft nor ftand ftill. In this 
cafe it cannot. The one, therefore, as it appears, neither ftands ftill nor is 
moved. It does not appear that it can. Nor will it be the fame either with 
another?°, or with itfelf; nor again different either from itfelf or from 

another. 


It is alfo beautifully obferved here by Proclus, that a thing appears to ftand ftill, which is efta- 
blithed in another, but to be at refl, which is able to abide in it/e/f. But Parmenides denies both thefe of 
the one, as not being in another nor initfelf. Whether, therefore, there is a certain intellectual 
tranquillity which is celebrated by the wife, or myftic port, or paternal filence, it is evident that 
the one is exempt from all fuch things, being beyond energy, filence and quiet, and all the ftable 
fignatures which belong to beings. 

But here, perhaps, fome one may fay, it has been fufficiently fhown that she one is neither 
moved nor ftands ftill, yet nothing hinders but that he may be called /fubility or motion. To 
this we reply, that she one, as we have before obferved, is neither both of two oppofites, left he 
fhould become not one, and there fhould be prior to it that which mingles the oppofites; nor is 
it the better of the two, left it fhould have fomething which is oppofed, and thus, in confequence 
of containing a property oppofite to fomething elfe, fhould again be not one, and not being one 
fhould confift of infinite infinites; nor is it the worfe of the two, left it fhould have fomething 
better than itfelf, and this fomething better fhould again in like manner confift of infinite infi- 
nites. Hence Plato at length even denies the one of it, becaufe that which is firft is beyond all 
oppofition, and rhe one is oppofed to the many. 

Let it alfo be obferved that the firft permanency and the firft motion originate from theme 
felves, the one deriving from itfelf ftable power, and the other efficacious energy; in the fame 
manner as every thing elfe which is firft begins its own energy from itfelf. So that, when it is 
faid rhe one does not ftand, and is not moved, this alfo implies that it is not permanency, and 
that it is not motion. Hence, neither muft it be faid that rhe one is the moft firm of all ftable 
things, and the moft energetic of every thing that is in motion: for tranfcendencies of participa- 
tions do not take away, but ftrengthen the participations. If, therefore, the one does not in fhort 
Jand, it is not mof firm. For either mof? firm is only a name, and afferts nothing concerning the 
one, or it manifefts that it is moft ftable. And if it is not in any refpe& moved, it is not mof 
energetic. For, if thefe words fignify nothing, they aflert nothing concerning the one; but, if they 
fignify that which in the moft eminent degree participates of motion, the one will not be moft 
energetic. For energy is a certain motion. 

æ Plato here appears to charaéterife for us the whole demiurgic order, in the fame manner as 
the words prior to thefe characterife the vivific order, and thofe again prior to thefe, that which 
ranks as the fummit in intelle€tuals. Thefe things, indeed, as Proclus well obferves, appear in a 


moft eminent degree to pertain to the demiurgic feries, according to the Platonic narrations con- 
cerning 
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another. How fo? For, if different from itfelf??, it would be different 
from 


cerning it, and thofe of other theologifts; though, fays he, this is dubious to fome, who alone 
confider permanency and motion, famenefs and difference, philofophically, and do not perceive that 
thefe things are firft beheld about the one, and not about being; and that, as there is a twofold 
number, viz. fupereflential and effential, in like manner each of thefe genera of being firft fubfift 
in the divine unities, and afterwards in beings. They likewife do not fee that thefe are figns of 
the divine and felf-perfect orders, and not of the genera or fpecies only of being. 

Let it alfo be obferved that the genera of being fubfift both in the intelligible and intelle€tual 
orders, intelligibly in the former, and intelle€tually in the latter; and this is juft the fame as to 
affert that in intelligibles they fubfift abforbed in unity, and without feparation, but in intellc€tuals 
with feparation according to their proper number. So that it is by no means wonderful if the 
intelligible monad comprehends the whole intellectual pentad, viz. eflence, motion, permanency, 
famenefs and difference, without divifion, and in the moft profound union, fince through this 
union all thefe are after a manner one: for all things, fays Proclus, are there without feparation 
according to a dark mif, as the theologift * afferts, Adiaxpitwy mavtav ovrwy xata cKOTOEZTAY OuIXANY 
Qnow ò Jeor0705. For if in arithmetic the monad, which is the caufe of monadic numbers, contains 
all chole forms or productive principles which the decad comprehends decadically, and the tetrad 
tetradically, is it ot all wonderful that among beings the intelligible monad fhould comprehend 
all the genera of being monadically, and without feparation; but that another order fhould con- 
tain thefe dyadically, another tetradically, and another decadically? Yor ideas alfo fubfift in 
intelligibles, but not after the fame manner as in intellefuals; fince in the former they fubfitt 
totally, unitedly, and paternally, but in the latter with /eparation, partially, and demiurgically. But 
it is every where neceffary that the number of ideas fhould be fufpended from the genera of 
being. If, therefore, intelleClual ideas participate of the intellectual genera, intelligible ideas 
alfo muft participate of the intelligible genera. But if ideas firft fubfift tetradically at the extre- 
mity of intelligibles, it is neceffary that there fhould be a monadic fubfiftence of thefe genera 
prior to the formal tetrad. 

Let us now confider why Plato firft takes away from the one, motion and permanency, and after- 
wards fame and different. We have already indeed faid what was the caule of this, viz. that 
motion and permanency are twofold, one kind being prior to fame and different, according to 
which every thing proceeds and is converted to its caufe, but the other being pofterior to fame 
and different, and appearing in the energies of beings. But we fhall now, with Proclus, affign 
the reafon of this, after another manner, from the problems themfelves. In this firft hypothefis 
then, concerning the one, fome things are denied of it with refpect to itfelf alone: for multitude 
and the whole, figure, and the being in a certain thing, motion and permanency, are taken away 
from the one confidered with refpeét to it(elf. But fame and different, fimilar and diffimilar, equal 
and unequal, older and younger, are denied of the ore both with refpeé to itfelf and other things : 
for the ene is neither the jame with itfelf, nor with others, and in a fimilar manner with refpect to 


* Viz. Orpheus, Agreeably to this, in the Orphic hymn to Protogonus, who fubfiits at the extremity of 
the intelligible order, that deity is faid ** to wipe away from the eyes a dark mift.” 
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from the one, and fo would not be the one. True. And if it fhould be the 
fame 


different, and each of the ret. But thot which is the objec? of opinion or fcience, or which can be 
named, or is effable, are denied of the one with refpect to other things: for it is unknown to all 
fecondary natures, by thefe gnoftic energies. Negations, therefore, being aflumed in a triple 
refpect, viz. of a thing with refpeét to itfelf, of itfelf with refpeét to others, and of itfelf both 
with refpe& to itfelf and others, and fome of thefe ranking as firft, others as middle, and others 
as laft, hence metion and permanency are denied of the one,‘as of itfelf with reference to irfelf, but 
the fame and different are denied in a twofold refpeét, viz. of the one with reference to itfelf, and 
of itfelf with reference to other things. Hence the former are co-arranged with firft negations, 
but the latter with fuch as are middle. Nor is it without reafon that he firft difcourfes about 
the former, and afterwards about the latter. Thus alfo he denies the funilar and t'e diffimilar, 
the equal and the unequal, the older and the younger, of the one with reference to itfelf and other 
things. He likewife through thefe takes away from the one, effence, quantity, quality, and the when : 
for the fame and different pertain to effences, the fimilar and the diffimilar, to qualities, the equal and 
the unequal, to quantities, and the older and the younger, to things which exift at a certain time. 
Plato alfo, fays Proclus, denies the fame and the different of the one, knowing that Parmenides in 
his poems places thefe in the one being : for thus Parmenides fpeaks— 


Tautoy T’ ev taut tuve, xa” exuro TE KEITAL 


i. e. Same in the fame abides, yet by itfelf fubfifts. 


It is neceflary, therefore, to how that rhe one which is eftablifhed above the one being, is by no 
means fame, and much more that it it is not diferent : for famene/s is more allied to the cne than 
difference. Hence, he takes away both fame and different from the one, that he may fhow that 
it tranfcends rhe one being, in which both thefe fubfift according to the verfes of Parmenides, not 
confuting thefe verfes, but taking occafion from them to make this additional affertion. For, if 
that which participates of famenefs and: difference is not yet the true one, it neceffarily follows 
that the true one muft fubfift prior to thefe: for whatever is added to she one obfcures by the 
addition the unity of the recipient. 

a1 There being four problems concerning fame and different, as denied of tde one, Plato begin- 
ning from the former of thefe, and which are more eafily apprehended by us, proceeds through 
thofe that remain. But the four problems are as follow: The one is not different from itfelf : 
the one is not different from other things: the one is not the fame with itfelf : and the one is not 
the fame with other things. Of thefe four the extremes are the cleareft: for that zke one is not 
the fame with other things is evident, and alfo that it is not different from itielf. But the other 
two are attended with fome difficulty. For how can any one admit that that which is one is 
not the fame with itfelf? Or how is it pofhble not to be perfuaded, that it is not different 
from other things, fince it is exempt from them ? 

Let us then confider how the firft of thefe problems is demonftrated, viz. that she one is not 
different from itfelf. It is, therefore, demonftrated as follows: If the one is different from itfelf, 
it will be entirely different from she one. But that which is different from the one, is not one: 

4 for 
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{ame with another *?, it would be that thing and would not be itfelf; fo 
that neither could it thus be the one, but it would be fomething different from 


the 


for that which is different from man is not man, and that which is different from horfe is not 
horfe; and, in fhort, that which is different from any thing is not that thing. If, therefore, 
the one is different from itfelf, the one is not one. And this abfurdity leads us to contradiction, 
that the one is not one. The one, therefore, is not different from itfelf. Some one, however, may 
doubt againft this demonftration, whether it may not thus be thown that diference is not different 
from itfelf; though indeed it is neceffary that it fhould. For every true being begins its energy 
from itfelf, as we have before obferved: and the Eleatean gueft, in the Sophitta, fays that the 
nature of difference is different from the other genera. But if difference is different from itfelf, 
it will not be difference; and hence difference is not different from itfelf. May we not fay, 
therefore, that difference begins indeed its energy from itfelf, and makes itfelf different, yet not 
different from itfelf, but from other things? For it is able to feparate them from each other, 
and, by a much greater priority, itfelf from them: and thus its energy is direfted to itfelf, in 
preferving itfelf unconfufed with other things. It may alfo be faid, and that more truly, that 
difference {o far as it is different from itfelf is not difference : for it is different from itfelf through 
the participation of the other genera of being. So far, therefore, as it participates of other 
things, fo far it is not difference. Nor is it abfurd that this fhould be the cafe with difference : 
for it is multitude. But it is abfurd that this fhould be the cafe with the one: for it is one alone, 
and nothing elfe. 

2 This is the fecond of the four problems, which is indeed more eafily to be apprehended 
than thofe that follow, but is more dificult than the one that precedes it. Plato, therefore, 
confides in the affertion that ze one receives nothing from other things. For this is an axiom 
of all others the moft true, both when applied to the one, and to all other caufes; fince no caufe 
receives any thing from that which is fubordinate to itfelf. For neither do the heavens receive 
into themfelves any thing of mortal moleftation; nor does the demiurgus receive any thing from 
the generation which is about the whole world; nor do intelligibles participate of multitude 
from the intelleétual order, and the feparation which it contains. So that neither can the one 
be filled from the idiom of beings, and confequently it is by no means the fame with other 
things. For it would either participate of the things themfelves, or of things proceeding from 
them, or both they and she one would participate of fome other one. But both cannot par- 
ticipate of another one: for nothing is better than zhe one, nor is there any thing which is more 
one; fince in this cafe there would be fomething prior to the one. For the afcent is to the one, 
and not to multitude ; fince things more elevated always poffefs more of the nature of unity, as for 
inftance, foul than body. Nor does the cne participate of things themfelves, fince thefe are worfe 
than it, nor of things proceeding from them: for it is at once exempt from all things, and is 
the object of defire to all beings, fubfifting as an imparticipable prior to wholes, that it may be ove 
without multitude; fince the participated one is not in every refpe&t one. In no refpeét, there- 
fore, is the one the fame with cthers. And thus it appears from common conceptions that the 
affertion is true. 


Let 
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the one. It could not indeed. But, if it is the fame with another, muft it 
not be different from itfelf? It muft. But it will not be different ** from 
another 


Let us now confider the demonftration of Parmenides, which is as follows: If the one is the 
fame with any thing elfe, it will be the fame with that which is not one: for it is itfelf the one. 
Hence alfo it is at the fame time evident, that it is impoffible for the true one to he two: for the 
two will differ from each other. Each, therefore, being one and differing from the other, each 
in confequence of poffefling difference together with unity, will no longer be one. Hence the 
one is alone one. That, therefore, which is different from it is not one. Hence, if the one is 
the fame with another, it is clearly the fame with non-one: for that which is the fame with the 
ene is one, and that which is the fame with non-man is non-man. If, therefore, the one is the 
fame with any other thing befides itfelf, the one is not one. But if not one it is different from 
the one; which was before fhown to be abfurd. Parmenides alfo adds, and it would be different 
from the one, that through the abfurdity proximately fhown the abfurdity of this hypothefis alfo 
may become apparent. Thus likewife it may be demonftrated that famenefs itfelf is not fame- 
nefs, if there is any inftance in which it is in a certain refpect the fame with difference, or any 
thing elfe befides itfelf. Thus, it may be faid that famenefs is the fame with difference, fo far 
as it participates of difference. If, therefore, it is the fame with difference, it is different, and 
not the fame. Nor is there any abfurdity in this: for in its own eflence it is famenefs, but by 
participation of difference it becomes different. It becomes however the fame with difference, 
through the participation of difference; which is moft paradoxical, that /amene/s fhould become 
fume through difference. 

23 Of the two remaining problems Plato again demonftrates the more eafy prior to the other. 
But it is eafier to deny that which is more remote from the one; and fuch is difference. But 
famenefs is more allied to the one; and hence it has a nature more difficult to be feparated from 
it, and requires more abundant difcuflion. The one then, fo far as one, does not participate of 
difference: for, if it did, it would be non-one. But every thing which is different from another 
is faid to be fo through difference. The one, therefore, fo far as one is not different, becaufe it 
does not participate of difference. For to be different alone pertains to that which is different 
from another, and not to the one; and fuch is that which participates of difference. But if the one 
is different through difference, it participates of difference. For the one is one thing, and different 
another; the former being denominated by itfelf, and the other with relation to fomething 
elfe: fo that different is not ditferent by the one, but by that which makes different. 

But here a doubt may arife, how the one is faid to be exempt from all things if it is not different 
from them? For that which is exempt is feparated from thofe things from which it is exempt. 
But every thing which is feparated is feparated through difference: for difference is the fource of 
divifion, but /amene/s of connexion. In anfwer to this it may be faid, that the one is exempt and 
feparate from all things, but that it does not poffefs this feparation through difference, but from 
another ineffable tranfcendency, and not fuch as that which difference imparts to beings. For, as 
both the world and intelle@ fubfift for ever, but the ever is not the fame in both, being temporal in 
the former, and eternal in the latter, and exempt from all time; fo intellect is exempt from the 
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another while it is the one. For it does not belong to the one to be difer- 
ent from another, but to that alone which is different from another, and 
to no other. Right. In confequence, therefore, of its being she one, it will 
not be another; or do you think that it can? Certainly not. But if it is 
not different from another, neither will it be different from itfelf. But if 
not different from itfelf, it will not be that which is different; aud being in 
no refpeét that which is different, it will be different from nothing. Right. 
Nor yet will it be the fame? with itfelf. Why not? Is the nature of rhe 
one the fame with that of fame? Why? Becaufe, when any thing becomes 
the fame with any thing, it does not on this account become one. But 
what then? That which becomes the fame with many things muft ne- 
ceffarily become many, and not one. ‘True. But if the one and fame differ 
in no refpeét, whenever any thing becomes fame it will always become zhe 
one, and whenever it becomes the one it will be fame. Entirely fo. If, 
therefore, the one fhould be the fame with itfelf, it would be to itfelf that 
which is not one; and fo that which is one will not be one. But this indeed 
is impoffibie. It is impoffible, therefore, for ze one to be either different 
from another, or the fame with itfelf Impoffible. And thus che one will 
neither be different ? nor the fame, either with refpect to itfelf or another. 

It 


world, and the one from beings; but the exempt fubfiftence of intellect is derived from difference 
which feparates beings, but that of the one is prior to difference. For difference imitates that which 
is exempt and unmingled in the one, juft as famene/s imitates its ineffable onene/s. 

1! This is the fourth of the problems, that zhe one is not the Jame with itfelf, neither as fame- 
nefs, nor as participating of famenefs: and, in the firft place, he fhows that it is not as: /amene/s. 
For, if the one is famenefs, it is neceffary that every thing which participates of famenefs fhould 
according to that participation become one. It is however poflible that a thing fo far as it par- 
ticipates of famenefs may become many, as is evident in that which becomes the fame with 
many qualities. Samenefs, therefore, is not the one. For, as that which becomes the fame with 
man is man, and that which becomes the fame with the white is white, and with the black, black, 
and, in fhort, in every thing, that which is the fame with any form entirely receives that with 
which it is faid to become the fame,—fo that which becomes the fame with many things, fo far 
as it is many, is the fame with them. But, fo far as it is many, it is impoflible that it can be one. 
And hence famenefs is not the one. 

a This is the common conclufion of the four problems, and which reverts to the firft pro- 
pofition. We may alfo fee that Plato begins from the different and ends in the different, imitating, 
both by the concifenefs of the conclufion and in making the end the fame with the beginning, 

the 
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It will not. But neither will it be fimilar ' to any thing, or diffimilar either 


to itfelf or to another. Why not? Becaufe the fimilar is that which in a 
certain 


the circle of intelleétual energy. It is alfo beautifully obferved here by Proclus, that as difference 
in beings is twofold, or rather triple, viz. that of things more excellent, that of things fubordi- 
nate, and that of things coordinate,—hence in fupereflential natures tranfcendency muft be allumed 
inftead of the difference which fubfifts in forms between the more excellent and the inferior ; 
fubjection inftead of the difference of the inferior with refpect to the fuperior; and idiom inead of 
the /eparation of things coordinate from each other. The one, therefore, tranfcends all things ; 
and neither is the one different from other things, nor are other things different from rhe one, 
But if we employ fuch like appellations, and affert that cther things are different from the one, we 
fhould look to the imbecility of human nature, and pardon fuch affertions. For that we cannot 
properly predicate any thing of the one, Plato himfelf indicates at the end of this hypothefis : 
at the fame time, however, we affert fomething concerning it, through the fpontaneous parturition 
of the foul about the one. 

t Parmenides, fays Proclus, paffes from the demiurgic to the afimisative order, the idiom of 
which is to be alone fupermundane, and through which all the mundane and liberated genera are 
affimilated to the intelle€tual Gods, and are conjoined with the demiurgic monad, which rules 
over wholes with exempt tranfcendency. From this demiurgic monad, too, all the affimilative 
order proceeds. But it imitates the famene/s which is there through fimil:tude, exhibiting in a 
more partial manner that power of /amene/s which is colleCtive and connective of wholes. It 
likewife imitates demiurgic difference, through diffimilitude, expreffing its feparating and divifive 
power through unconfufed purity with refpe& to the extremes. Nor mut we here admit, as 
Proclus well obferves, that which was afferted by fome of the antients, viz. that imulitude is 
remitted famenefs, and dijfimilitude remitted difference. For neither are there any intentions and 
remiffions in the Gods, nor things indefinite, and the more and the lefs, but all things are there 
eftablifhed in their proper boundaries and proper meafures. Hence, it more accords with divine 
natures to affert fuch things of them as can be manifefted by analogy. For Plato alfo admits 
analogy in thefe, in the Republic eftablifhing the good tobe that in intelligibles which the Jun is 
in fenfibles. Similitude, therefore, and diflimilitude are that in fecondary which famenefs and 
difference arein the natures prior to them: and the fimilar and the diffimilar are the firit progeny 
of famenefs and difference. The equal, alfo, and the unequal proceed from thence, but prior to 
thefe are fimilitude and diffimilitude : for the fimilar is more in forms than the equal, and the 
difimilar more than the unequal. Hence, they are proximately fufpended from the demiurgic 
monad ; and on this account Timzus not only reprefents the demiurgus making the world, but 
alfo affinilating it to animal itfelf more than it was before; indicating by this that the afimilative 
caufe prefubfilts in the fabricator of the univerfe. With great propriety, therefore, Plato proceeds 
to the aflimilative order after the demiurgic monad, taking away this alfo from zbe sne. 

But the method of the problems is the fame as before: for here alfo there arc four problems, 
siz. if the one is fimilar to itfelf; if the one is diffimilar to itfelf ; if the one is fimilar to other things; 
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certain refpect fuffers* fame. Certainly. But it has appeared that fame is 
naturally feparate fiom she one. It has appeared fo. But if she one fhould 
fuffer any thing except being the one which zs, it would become more than 


the one: but this is impoffible. Certainly. In no refpeét, therefore, can she 
one 


if the one is diffimilar to other things. But all the demonftrations, that none of thefe is adapted 
to the one, originate from famenefs and difference, the media, according to demonftrative 
rules, being the proper caufes of the thing. Hence, he often frames the demonftration from 
things remote, and not from things which have been proximately demonftrated. For things in a 
higher order, and which have a prior fubfiftence, are not always generative of fecondary natures, 
but they perfect, or defend, or employ a providential care about, but are not entirely generative 
of them. Thus, for inftance, Plato demonftrates that the one is not a whele, and has not parts, 
from the many: for thence the intelleCtual wholenefs proceeds. He demontftrates that it has not 
beginning, middle, and end, from whole and parts: for the order characterized by beginning, middle, 
and end, is proximately produced from thefe. Again, he demonftrates that the one is neither 
Sfraight nor round, from beginning, middle, and end: for the feraight and round thence receive their 
generation. But he fhows that the one is neither in it/e/f, nor in another, from that order, and 
not from figure, though according to progreffion this is arranged before it. And he demonftrates 
that the one neither ftands nor is moved, from not being in any thing, and from not having a middle, 
and from wot having parts. Thus, alfo, in the demonftrations concerning fimilitude and diffimilitude, 
he derives the negations which are negative of the one from famene/s.and difference: for the latter 
are the fources of progreffion to the former. 

! The fyllogifm which furnifhes us with a proof that the one is not fimilar, neither to itfelf nor 
to another, proceeds geometrically as follows, Plato having firft defined what the fimilar is. 
That, then, which fuffers a certain fomething which is the fame, is faid to be fimilar to that with 
which it fuffers fomething the fame. For, we fay that two white things are fimilar, and alfo two 
black, in confequence of the former being the paffive recipients of the white, and the latter of 
the black. And again, if you fay that a white thing and a black thing are fimilar to each other, 
you will fay that they are fimilar from the participation of colour, which is their common genus. 
The fyllogifm, therefore, is as follows: The one fuffers nothing the fame, neither with itfelf nor 
with another: she fimilar fuffers fomething the fame, either with itfelf or with another: the one, 
therefore, is not fimilar, neither to itfelf nor to another. Such being the fyllogifm, Plato thinks 
that one of the propofitions alone requires affiftance, viz. that which afferts that the one does not 
fuffer any thing the fame, neither with itfelf nor with another. 

And here, as Proclus well obferves, we may fee what caution Plato ufes: for he does not fay 
if the one fhould fuffer zhe one, but if the one hould fuffer any thing, except being the one which is, 
xupis Tov Ev swar, for it is the one, and does not fuffer it; fince every thing which fuffers, or is 
paflive, is many. For he calls the participation of any thing a paffion. Does he not, therefore, 
in faying that the one fuffers nothing elfe, but the one which is, indicate in a very wonderful manner 


that even the one is fubordinate to the principle of all things? which indeed he fays it is at the 
4 end 
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one fuffer to be the fame, either with another or with itfelf. It does not 
appear that it can. It cannot, therefore, be fimilar either to another or to 
itfelf. So it feems. Nor yet can fhe one fuffer to be another; for thus it 
would fuffer to be more than zhe one. More, indeed. But that which 
fuffers to be different, either from itfelf or from another, will be difi- 
milar either to itfelf or to another, if that which fuffers fame is fimilar. 
Right. But ¢he one, as it appears, fince it in no refpect fuffers diferent, can 
in no refpect be diffimilar either to itfelf or to another. It certainly cannot. 
The one, therefore, will neither be fimilar nor diffimilar, either to another 
or to itfelf. It does not appear that it can. 


end of this hypothefis. He alfo indicates that the addition of this affertion to the principle of 
things is foreign to it, though more allied to itthan other things, becaufe it is not poflible to con- 
ceive any thing more venerable than the one. 

Should it be afked whence it is that what fuffers the fame is fimilar, we reply that Gmilitude is 
the progeny of famenefs, in the fame manner as famenefs of the one. Samenefs, therefore, par- 
ticipates of the one, and fimilitude of famenefs. For, this it is to fuffer, to participate of another, 
and to proceed according to another more antient caufe. 

Let it alfo be obferved, that when it is faid that all things are fimilar to the one, in confequence 
of ineffably proceeding from thence, they muft not be underftood tu be fimilar according to this 
fimilitude, but alone according to that union which pervades to all beings from the one, and the 
fpontaneous defire of all things about the one. For all things are what they are from a defire of 
the one, through the one; and in confequence of this parturition every thing being filled with a 
union adapted to its nature, is affimilated to the one caufe of all things. Hence, it is not aimi- 
lated to fimilars; left the ineffable principle itfelf fhould alfo appear to be fimilar to other things; 
but, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, it is affimilated to the paradigm of things fimilar to this higheft 
caufe. Beings, therefore, are affimilated to the one; but they are affimilated through an ineffable 
defire of the ore, and not through this aflimilative order, or the form of fimilitude. For the afi- 
milative which immediately fubfifts after the intelletual order, is not able to conjoin and draw 
upwards all beings to te one; but its province is to elevate things pofterior to itfelf to the in- 
telle€tual demiurgic monad. When, therefore, it is faid that every progreffion is effected through 
fimilitude, it is requifite to pardon the names which we are accuftomed to ule in {peaking of 
beings, when they are applied to the unfolding into light of all things from the ineffable principle 
of all. For, as we call him se one, in confequence of perceiving nothing more venerable, nothing 
more holy, in beings than unity, fo we charalerize the-progreffion of all things from him by 
fimilitade, not being able to give any name to fuch progrefion more perfect than this. ‘(hus alfo 
Socrates, in the Republic, calls this ineffable principle, according to analogy, the idea of the 
good; becaufe the good, or the one, is that to all beings which every intelligible idca is to the pro- 
per feries fubfifting from and with relation to it. 

But 
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But fince it is fuch, it will neither be equal * nor unequal, either to itfelf 
or to another. How fo? If it were equal, indeed, it would be of the 
fame 


z After the aflimilative order of Gods, which is fupermundane alone, antient theologilts arrange 
that which is denominated liberated, the peculiarity of which, according to them, is to be exempt 
from mundane affairs, and at the fame time to communicate with them. They are alfo proxi- 
mately carried in the mundane Gods; and hence they fay that they are allotted the medium of the 
fupermundane and.mundane Gods. This liberated order, therefore, Plato delivers to us in the 
fecond hypothefis, and alfo there fays what the idiom of it is, and that it is touching: for itis in a 
certain refpect mundane and fupermundane, being collective of thofe that are properly called 
mundane Gods, and producing into multitude the union of all the affimilative and fupermundane 
feries. Here, however, Plato omits this order, and paffes on to thofe Gods that are alone mun- 
dane; the reafon of which we fhall endeavour to aflign in commenting on the fecond hypothefis. 

The peculiarity, therefore, of the mundane Gods is the egual and the unequal, the former of 
thefe indicating their fulnefs, and their receiving neither any addition nor ablation; (for fuch is 
that which is equal to itfelf, always preferving the fame boundary ;) but the latter, the multi. 
tude of their powers, and the excefs and defect which they contain. For, in thefe, divifions, 
variety of powers, differences of progreflions, analogies, and bonds through thefe, are, according 
to antient theologifts, efpecially allotted a place. Hence, Timæus alfo conftitutes fouls through 
analogy, the caufes of which muft neceffarily prefubfift in the Gods that proximately prefide over 
fouls: and as all analogies fubfift from equality, Plato very properly indicates the idiom of thefc 
divinities by the equal and the unequal. But he now very properly frames the demonftrations of 
the negations of the equal and the unequal from /amene/s and the many, and not from the /imilar and 
the diff-milar, though he proximately {poke of thefe. For every mundane deity proceeds from the 
demiurgic monad, and the Art multitude which he firft denies of the one. 

Of this then we muft be entirely perfuaded, that the things from which demonftrations confit 
are the preceding caufes of the particulars about which Parmenides difcourfes; fo that the equal 
and fhe unequal, fo far as they proceed from the one, and fubfilt through /amene/s and the many, fo 
far through thefe they are denied of the one. Hence, Plato thus begins his difcourfe concerning 
them :—“ But Jince it is fuch,’ viz. not as we have juft now demonftrated, but as was formerly 
fhown, that it neither receives /ame nor different, and is without multitude,—being fuch, it is nei- 
ther equal nor unequal, neither to itfelf nor to others: for, again, there are here twofold con- 
clufions, in the fame manner as concerning the fimilar and the diffimilar, and the fame and the 
different. But that the equal and the unequal are fufpended from the twofold coordinations of divine 
natures is not immanifeft. For the equal is arranged under the fimilar, and the fame, fubjflence in 
another, the round, and the whole; but the unequal, under the diffimilar, the different, fubiflence in 
itfe/f, the flraight, and the pafeffion of parts. And again, of thefe the former are fufpended from 
bound, and the latter from infinity. Plato alfo appears to produce the difcourfe through certain oppo- 
fitions, as it were, that he may fhow that the one is above all oppofition. For the one cannot be the 


worfe of the two oppofites, fince this would be abfurd ; nor can it be the better of the two, fince 
in 
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fame Ê meafures with that to which it is equal. Certainly. But that 
which is greater or leffer than the things with which it is commenfurate, 
will poffefs more meafures than the leffer quantities, but fewer than the 
greater. Certainly. But to thofe to which it is incommenfurable, with 
refpe& to the one part, it will confift of leffer; and with refpeét to the 
other, of greater meafures. How fhould it not? Is it not, therefore, 
impoffible that that which does not participate of fame fhould either be of 
the fame meafures, or admit any thing in any refpeét the fame? It is im- 


in this cafe it would not be the caufe of all things. For the berter oppofite is not the caufe of 
the worfe, but in a certain refpet communicates with it, without being properly its caufe. For 
neither does famenefs give fubfiftence to difference, nor permanency to motion; but comprehen- 
fion and union pervade from the better to the worfe. 

* It is by no means wonderful that the demonflrations of the egual and the unequal, which are 
here aflumed as fymbols of mundane deity, fhould be adapted to phyfical and mathematical 
equals, to the equals in the reafons of foul, and to thofe in intellectual forms. For it is neceflary 
that demonftrations in all thefe negations fhould begin fupernally, and fhould extend through all 
fecondary natures, that they may fhow that the one of the Gods is exempt from intelleétual, 
pfychical, mathematical, and phyfical forms. All fuch axioms, therefore, as are now aflumed 
concerning things equal and unequal, muft be adapted to this order of Gods. Hence; fays 
Proclus, as it contains many powers, fome of which are coordinate with each other, and ex- 
tend themfelves to the felf-perfe& and the good, but others differ according to tranfcendency 
and fubject in—the former muft be faid to be characterifed by equality, but the latter by inegua- 
lity. For the good is the meafure of every thing: and hence fuch things as are united by the 
fame good are meafured by the fame meafure, and are equal to each other. But things which 
are uncoordinated with each other make their progreMion according to the unequal. 

Since, however, of things unequal, fome are commenfurate 2nd others incommentfurate, it is- 
evident that thefe alfo muft be adapted to divine natures. Hence commenfuration muft be 
referred to thofe Gods, through whom fecondary natures are mingled with thofe prior to them, 
and participate of the whole of more excellent beings: for thus, in things commenfurate, the 
leffer is willing to have a common meafure with the greater, the fame thing meafuring the whole 
of each. But incommenfuration muft be afcribed to thofe divinities from whom things fubor- 
dinate, through the exempt tranfcendency of more excellent natures, participate of them in a 
certain refpect, but are incapable through their fubjeGtion of being conjoined with the whole of 
them. For the communion from firt to partial and multifarious natures is incommenturate 
to the latter. If, indeed, the equal and the unequal are fymbols of the mundane Gods, the commen= 
furate and the incommenfurate are here very properly introduced. For in things incorporeal and im- 
material this oppofition has no place, all things being there effable ; but where there is a mate- 
rial fubjeét, and a mixture of form and fomething formlefs, there an oppofition of commenfura- 
tion very properly fubfifts. Hence, as the mundane Gods are proximately connective of fouls 
and bodies, form and matter, a divifion appears in them, according to the equal and the unequal. 


poftible. 
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poffible. It will, therefore, neither be equal to itfelf nor to another, if it 
does not confift of the fame meafures. It does not appear that it will. 
But if it confifts of more or fewer meafures, it will be of as many parts as 
there are meafures ; and fo again it will no longer be the one, but as many 
as there are meafures, Right. But if it fhould be of one meafure, it 
would become equal to that meafure: but it has appeared that the one 
cannot be equal to any thing. It has appeared fo. The one, therefore, 
neither participates of one meafure, nor of many, nor of a few; nor (fince 
it in no refpect participates of fame) can it ever, as it appears, be equal to 


itfelf or to another, nor again greater or leffer either than itfelf or another, 
It is in every refpe& fo, 


But what? Does it appear that she ove can be either older * or younger, 


or 


* Plato having proceeded in negations as far as to the mundane Gods, always taking away 
things in a confequent order from the one, through the middle genera, or, to fpeak more clearly, 
the negations always producing things fecondary, through fuch as are proximate to the one, from 
the exempt caufe of wholes, he is now about to feparate from the one the divine effence itfelf, 
which firft participates of the Gods, and receives their progreffion into the world; or, to {peak 
more accurately, he is now about to produce this effence from the ineffable fountain of all beings. 
For, as every thing which has being derives its fubfiftence from the monad of beings, both true 
being, and that which is aflimilated to it, which of itfelf indeed is not, but through its commu- 
nion with true being receives an obfcure reprefentation of being ; in like manner, from the one 
unity of every deity, the peculiarity of which, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, is to deify all things 
according to a certain exempt and ineffable tranfcendency, every divine number fubfifts, or rather 
proceeds, and every deified order of things. The defign, therefore, as we have before obferved, of 
what is now faid, is to fhow that the one is exempt from this eflence. And here we may fee how 
Parmenides fubverts their hypothefis who contend that the firlt caufe is foul, or any thing elfe of 
this kind, and this by fhowing that the one does not participate of time: for it is impoflible that a 
nature which is exempt from time fhould be foul; fince every foul participates of time, and ufes 
periods which are meafured by time. The one alfo is better than and is beyond intellect, becaufe 
every intellect is both moved and permanent ; but it is demonftrated that the one neither ftands 
nor is moved: fo that, as Proclus well obferves, through thefe things the three hypoftafes which 
rank as principles, viz. the one, intelle?, and foul, become known to us (és te dia TovTwv taç 
Tpels apxixaç UmogTacEs EXN av Niwpiuous yeyermmevas.) But that the one is perfectly exempt from 
time, Parmenides demonftrates by thowing in the firft place that it is neither older, nor younger, 
nor of the fame age with itfelf, nor with any other. For every thing which participates of time 
neceffarily participates of thefe; fo that by fhowing that the one is exempt from thefe which 
happen to every thing that participates of time, he alfo fhows that the one has no connexion with 
time. This, however, fays Proclus, is incredible to the many, and appeared fo to the phyfiolo- 
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or be of the fame age? What fhould hinder? If it had in any refpeat the 


{ame 


gifts prior to Plato, who thought that all things were comprehended in time, and that, if there is 
any thing perpetual, it is infinite time, but that there is not any thing which time does not mea- 
fure. For, as they were of opinion that all things are in place, in confequence of thinking that 
all things are bodies, ard that nothing is incorporeal, fo they thought that all things fubfift in 
time, and are in motion, and that nothing is immovabie; for the conception of bodies intro- 
duces with itfelf place, but motion time. As therefore it was demontftrated that the one is not 
in place, becaufe it is noc in another, and on this account is incorporeal,—in like manner through 
thefe arguments it is alfo fhown that neither is it in time, and on this account that it is not foul, 
nor any thing elfe which requires and participates of time, either according to eflence or accord- 
ing to energy. 

And here it is well worthy our obfervation, that Parmenides no longer {tops at the dyad as in 
the former conclufions, but triadically enumerates the peculiarities of this order, viz. the older, 
the younger, and the poffeffion of the fame age, though, as Proclus juftly obferves, he might have faid 
dyadically, of an equal age, and of an unequal age, as there the equal and the unequal. But there 
indeed, having previoufly introduced the dyad, he paffes from the divifion of the unequal to the 
triadic diftribution; but here he begins from the triad. For there union precedes multitude, 
and the whole the parts; but in this.order of things multitude is moft apparent, and a divifion 
into parts, as Timzus fays, whom Parmenides, in what is now faid, imitating begins indeed 
from the triad, but proceeds as far as to the hexad. For the older and the younger, and the poffe/- 
fion of the fame age, are doubled, being divided into it/e/f and relation to anither. That the triad, 
indeed, and the hexad are adapted to this order, is not immanifeft: for the triple nature of foul, 
confifting of effence, fame, and different, and its triple power, which receives its completion from 
the charioteer and the two horfes, as we learn from the Phzdrus, evince its alliance with the 
triad; and its effence being combined from both thefe fhows its natural alliance with the hexad. 

And here it is neceflary to obferve, that as the difcourfe is about divine fouls who are deified 
by always participating of the Gods, zime according to its firft fubfiftence pertains to thefe fouls,— 
not that which proceeds into the apparent, but that which is liberated, and without habitude; 
and this is the time which is now denied of the one. All the periods of fouls, their harmonious 
motions about the intelligible, and their circulations, are meafured by this time. For it has a 
{upernal origin, imitates eternity, and connects, evolves, and perfeéts every motion, whether 
vital, or pertaining to foul, or in whatever other manner it may be faid to fubfift. ‘his time 
alfo is indeed effentially an intellect ; but it is the caufe to divine fouls of their harmonic and 
infinite motion about the intelligible, through which thefe likewife are led to the older and to the 
fame age: and this in a twofold refpect. For the older in thefe with refpet? to themfelves takes 
place, fo far as with their more excellent powers they more enjoy the infinity of time, and par- 
ticipate it more abundantly: for they are not filled with fimilar perfe€tion from more divine 
natures, according to all their powers, but with fome more, and with others lels. But that 
és faid to be older which participates more of time. That which is older in thefe divine fouls 
with refpec? to other things is effected fo far as fome of thefe receive the whole meafure of time, 
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fame ' age, either with itfelf or with another, it would participate equally 
of time and fimilitude, which we have neverthelefs afferted the one does not 
participate. 


and the whole of its extenfion proceeding to fouls, but others are meafured by more partial 
periods. Thofe, therefore, are older, whofe period is more total, and is extended to a longer 
time. They may alfo be faid to be older and at the fame time younger with refpeEt to themfelves, by 
becoming Aoary as it were above, through extending themfelves to the whole power of time, but 
juvenile beneath, by enjoying time more partially. But, as with refpet to others, they may be faid 
to be older and at the fume time younger, according to a fubje€tion of energy: for that which has 
its circulation meafured by a lefler period is younger than that whofe circulation is meafured by a 
more extended period. Again, among things coordinate, that which has the fame participation 
and the fame meafure of perfe€tion with others may be faid to be of the fame age with itfelf and 
others. Butevery divine foul, though its own period is meafured according to one time, and that 
of the body which is fufpended from it according to another, yet it has an equal reftitution to the 
fame condition; itfelf always according to its own time, and its body alfo according to its time. 
Hence, again, it is of the fame age with itfelf and its body, according to the analogous. 

By thus interpreting what is now faid of the one, we fhall accord with Plato, in the Timzus, 
who there evinces that time is the meafure of every tranfitive life, and who fays that foul is the 
origin of a divine and wife life through the whole of time. And we fhall alfo accord with his 
affertion in the Phædrus, that fouls fee true being through time, becaufe they perceive temporally, 
and not eternally. 

Plato here demonttrates that zhe one is neither older nor younger than itfelf, or another. For, 
it was neceffary to fhow that the one is beyond every divine foul, prior to other fouls, in the fame 
manner as it is demonftrated to be prior to true beings, and to be the caufe of all things. Nor muft 
it be on this account admitted that she one comprehends in itfelf the caufes of all things, and 
through this is multitude. For every caufe is the caufe of one particular property; as, for in- 
ftance, animal itfelf is the caufe alone to animals of a fubfiftence as animals; and, in the fame 
manner, every intelligible produces other things, according to its idiom alone. The one, there- 
fore, is the caufe of unities, and of union to all things ; and all things are thence derived, either as 
being unities, or as compofed from certain unities: for being itfelf, and, in fhort, every thing, is 
either as sne, or as confifting from certain unities. For, if it is united, it is evident that it confitts 
from certain things; and if thefe are unities the confequence is manifeft: but if they are things 
united, we muft again pafs on to the things from which they are compofed, and thus proceeding 
ad infinitum, we muft end in certain unities, from which, as elements, that which is united 
confifis. Hence it follows that all things are either unities or numbers. For that which is not 
a unity, but united, if it confifts from certain definite unities, is number, and this will be the frit 
number, fubfifting from things indivifible: for every unity is indivifible. But the number of 
beings is from beings, and not from things indivifible. So that, if there is a certain caufe of beings, 
it is the caufe of all beings; but if there is a certain caufe of the unities from which all things 
confift, it is indeed the caufe of all things: for there is no longer any thing whieh is not either a 
unity, or compofed from unities. Hence, it is not proper to fay that the caufes of all things are 
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participate. We have afferted fo. And this alfo we have faid, that it nei- 
ther participates of diffimilitude nor inequality. Entirely fo How, there- 
fore, being fuch, can it either be older or younger than any thing, or poffefs 
the fame age with any thing? It can in no refpet. The one, therefore, 
will neither be younger nor older, nor will it be of the fame age, either 
with itfelf or with another. It does not appear that it will. Will it not, 
therefore, be impoffible that the one fhould be at all in time, if it be fuch? 
Or, is it not neceflary that, if any thing is in time, it fhould always become 
older than itfelf? Itis necefflary. But is not that which is older ‘, always 
older than the younger? What then? That, therefore, which is becoming 
to be older than itfelf, is at the fame time becoming to be younger than 
itfelf, if it is about to have that through which it may become older. How 
do you fay? Thus: It is requifite that nothing fhould fubfift in becoming 
to be different from another, when it s already different, but that it fhould 


in the one, nor, without faying this, to think that the one is the caufe of certain things, as of 
unities, and is not at the fame time the caufe of all things. Since, therefore, it is the caufe of 
every divine foul, fo far as thefe derive their fubfiftence as well as all beings from the divine uni- 
ties, with great propriety is it neceflary to fhow that the one is beyond the order of deified fouls: 
for thefe fouls fo far as they are intellectual have intellect for their caufe; fo far as they are 
effences, they originate from intelle€t ; and fo far as they have the form of unity, they are derived 
from the one ; receiving their hypoftafis from this, fo far as each is a multitude confifting of cer- 
tain unities, and of thefe as elements. 

* That which participates of time is twofold, the one proceeding, as it were, in a right line, 
and beginning from one thing, and ending in another; but the other proceeding circularly, and 
having its motion from the fame to the fame, to which both the beginning and the end are the 
fame, and the motion is unceafing, every thing in it being both beginning and erd. That, 
therefore, which energizes circularly, participates of time periodically : and fe far as it departs 
from the beginning it becomes older, but fo far as it approaches to the end it becomes younger. 
For, becoming nearer the end, it becomes nearer to its proper beginning ; but that which becomes 
nearer to its beginning becomes younger. Hence, that which circularly approaches to the end 
becomes younger, the fame alfo according to the fame becoming older; for that which approxi- 
mates to its end proceeds to that which is older. That to which the beginning, therefore, is 
one thing, and the end another, to this the younger is different from the older; but that to 
which the beginning and the end are the fame, is in no refpect older than younger, but, as lato 
fays, at the fame time becomes younger and older than itfelf. Every thing, therefore, which 
participates of time, if it becomes both older and younger than itfelf, is circularly moved. But 
divine fouls are of this kind: for they participate of time, and the time of their proper motion is 
periodical. 
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be now different from that which 7s different, bave been from that which 
was, and will be from that which is to be hereafter : but from that which is 
becoming to be different, it ought neither to kave been, nor to be hereafter, 
nor fo be, but to fubfift in becoming to be different, and no otherwife. It is 
neceflary. But the older differs from the younger, and no other. Certainly. 
Hence, that which is becoming to be older than itfelf, muft neceffarily at 
the fame time fubfift in becoming to be younger than itfelf. It feems fo. 
But likewife it ought not to fubfift in becoming to be in a longer time than: 
itfelf, nor yet in a fhorter; but in a time equal to itfelf it fhould fubfift in 
becoming to be, fhould be, have been, and be hereafter. For thefe are ne- 
ceffary. It is neceflary, therefore, as it appears, that fuch things as are in 
time, and participate an affection of this kind, fhould each one poffefs the 
fame age with itfelf, and fhould fubfift in becoming to be both older and. 
younger than itfelf. It feems fo. But no one of thefe paffions belongs to: 
the one. None. Neither, therefore, is time prefent with it, nor does it 
fubfift” in any time. It does not, indeed, according to the decifions of rea- 
fon. What then? Do not the terms 7 was ”, it has been, it did become, feem 

to 


* As the one is not in time, becaufe it is not in motion, fo neither is it in eternity, becaufe it is 
Not in permanency : for eternity abides, as Timzus fays. 

a This divifion of time, fays Proclus, accords with the multitude of the divine genera which 
are fufpended from divine fouls, viz. with angels, demons. and heroes. And, in the firft place, 
this divifion proceeds to them fupernally, according to a triadic diftribution into the prefent, pafl, 
and future; and, in the next place, according to a diftribution into nine, each of thefe three being 
again fubdivided into three. For the monad of fouls is united to the one whole of time, but this 
is participated fecondarily by the multitude of fouls. And of this rnultitude thofe participate of 
this whole totally, that fubGft according to the pafl, or the prefent, or the future; but thofe partici- 
pate it partially, that are effentialized according to the differences of thefe: far to each of the 
wholes a multitude is coordinated, divided into things firft, middle, and laft. For a certain mul- 
titude fubfifts in conjunction with that which is eftablifhed according to the paft, the /ummit of 
which is according to te was, but the middle according to it bas been, and the end according ta 
it did become. With that alfo which is eftablifhed according to the prefent, there is another mul- 
titude, the principal part of which is charaterized by the is, the middle by it is generated, and the 
end by it is becoming to be. And there is another triad with that which fubfifts according to the 
future, the məf elevated part of which is characterized by the will be, that which ranks in the 
middle, by it am y beccme, and the end, by it will be generated. And thus there will be three triads 
proximately {ufpended from thefe three wholeneffes, but all thefe are fufpended from their monad. 

All 
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to fignify the participation of the time paft? Certainly. And do not the 
terms i£ will be, it may become, and it will be generated, fignify that which 


All thefe orders which are diftributed according to the parts of time, energize according to the 
whole of time, this whole containing in itfelf triple powers, one of which is perfective of all 
motion, the fecond conneéis and guards things which are governed by it, and the third unfolds 
divine natures into light. For as all fuch things as are not eternal are led round in a circle, the 
wholene's or the monad of time perfects and conneéts their effence, and difclofes to them the 
united infinity of eternity, evolving the contracted multitude which fubfitts in eternal natures ; 
whence alfo this apparent time, as Timzus fays, unfolds to us the meafures of divine periods, 
perfects fenfibles, and guards things which are generated in their proper numbers. Time, there- 
fore, poffeffes triple powers prior to fouls, viz. the perfective, the conneftive, and the unfolding, 
according to a fimilitude to eternity. For eternity, poffefling a middle order in intelligibles, per- 
feels the order pofterior to itfelf, fupplying it with union, but unfolds into light that which is prior 
to itfelf, producing into multitude its ineffable union, and conneés the middle bond of intelligi- 
bles, and guards all things intranfitively through its power. Time, therefore, receiving fuper- 
nally the triple powers of eternity, imparts them to fouls. Eternity, however, poffeffes this triad 
unitedly; but time unitedly, and at the fame time diftributively ; and fouls diftributively alone. 
Hence, of fouls, fome are characterized according to one, and others according to another power 
of time; fome imitating its unfolding, others its perfe@ive, and others its connective power. Thus 
alfo with refpe& to the Fates, fome of thefe being adapted to give completion and perfection to 
things, are faid to fing the paft, always indeed energizing, and always finging, their fongs being 
intelleCtions and fabricative energies about the world: for the paft is the fource of completion. 
Others again of thefe are adapted to conned? things prefent: for they guard the effence and the 
generation of thefe. And others are adapted to unfold the future: for they lead into effence and 
to an end that which as yet is not. 

We may alfo fay, fince there is an order of fouls more excellent than ours divided into fuch 
as are firft, fuch as are middle, and fuch as are laft, the moft total of thefe are adapted to the pafl. 
For, as this comprehends in itfelf the prefent and the future, fo thefe fouls comprehend in them- 
felves the reft. But fouls of a middle rank are adapted to the prefent: for this was once future, 
but is not yet the pafl. As, therefore, the prefent contains in itfelf rhe future, fo thefe middle 
fouls comprehend thofe pofterior, but are comprehended in thofe prior to themfelves. And fouls 
of the third order correfpond to the future : for this does not proceed through the prefent, nor has 
become the paft, but is the future alone ; juft as thefe third fouls are of themfelves alone, but, through 
falling into a moft partial fubfiftence, are by no means comprchenfive of others; for they cone 
volve the boundary according to a triadic divifion of the genera pofterior to the Gods. 

The whole of the frit triad, therefore, has in common the once, for this is the peculiarity of 
the paft, and of completion; but it is divided into the was, it was generated, and it did become. 
Again, therefore, cf thefe three, the was fignifies the fummit of the triad, bounded according to 
hyparxis itfelf ; but iz was generated, fignifies an at-once-colle&ted perfection ; and it did become, an 
extenfion in being perfected ; thefe things being imitations of intelligibles, For the awas is an 
imitation of being, it was generated, of eternity, and it -id become, of that which is primarily eternal : 
for being is derived to all things from the firft of thefe; a fubfiftence at once as ull and a whole 
from the fecond, and an extenfion into multitude from the third. 
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is about to be hereafter? Certainly. But are not the terms 7 zs, and it is 
becoming to be, marks of the prefent time? Entirely fo. If then the one 
participates ‘ in no refpect of any time, it neither ever was, nor has been, 
nor did become: nor is it now generated, nor is becoming to be, nor is, nor 
may become hereafter, nor will be generated, nor will be. It is moft true. 
Is it poffible, therefore, that any thing can participate of effence*, except 


? It is not immanifeft how the fyllogifm proceeds in what is now faid: The one participates 
of no time; but every thing which once fubfifted was, or has been, or did become; every thing 
which fubfifts according to the prefent is, or is generated, or ts becoming to be; and every thing 
which fubfifts according to the future will be, or may become, or will be generated. But all thefe 
diftribute the wholene/s of time. The one, therefore, is exempt from, and is expanded above, this 
temporal triad and the unity from which it is fufpended. From all, therefore, that has been faid, 
it is requifite, as Proclus juftly obferves, to coileét this one thing, that the one is eftablifhed 
above every divine effence characterized by the nature of foul, and which always energizes 
after the fame manner, fuch as are the fouls of the more excellent genera, whether the divifion 
of them is made into three, or into nine, or into any other number. 

Should it be faid, however, that the one, though it does not participate of time, may be time 
itfelf, for the firft caufe is denominated time by Orpheus; to this it may be replied, that the one 
cannot be time; fince in this cafe the perfection proceeding from it would extend no further than 
fouls, and things which are moved. For eternal natures are more excellent than fuch as ener- 
gize according to time. The one, therefore, would be the caufe of fubordinate only, and not of 
fuperior natures; and thus would not be the caufe of all things. But the firft caufe, fays Proclus, 
was denominated time by Orpheus, according to a certain wonderful analogy: for the theologift 
fymbolically calls the myftical procefhions of unbegotten natures, generations ; and the caufe of the 
unfolding into light of divine natures, Time; for, where there is generation, there alfo there is 
time. Thus, the generation of fenfibles is according to mundane time, that of fouls according to 
fuperceleftial time, and that of things eternal according to the one. Proclus beautifully adds: As 
therefore we endure to hear the fleeplefs energy of divine natures feparate from the objects of their 
providential care, denominated fleep, their union, a bond, and their progreffion, a folution from 
bonds, fo alfo we muft endure thofe that introduce time and generation to things without time, 
and which are unbegotten. 

2 Having proceeded as far as to a deified eflence, and which always energizes after the fame 
manner, and having denied all the orders of the one, viz. the divine, the intellectual, and fuch as 
are pfychical, we muft again recur through a nature common to all the aforefaid orders, or, in 
other words, through being to the intelligible monad of all beings, and from this alfo we mult 
exempt the one. For, as we before obferved, Plato does not make the beginning of his negations 
from the fummit of intelligibles, but from the fummit of the intelle€tual order: for there the 
many are generated, as we fhall fhow in commenting on the fecond hypothefis. But effence 
which fubfifts according to the one being, is prior to thefe many, and to all the above-mentioned 


orders. Hence, from all thefe, as participating of efence in common, we recur to efence itfelf, 
and 
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according to fome one of thefe? It is not. In no refpect, therefore, does 
the one participate of effence, It does not appear that it can. The one, there- 
fore, 


and make a negation even of this. For every thing which participates of eflence participates of 
it according to fome one of thefe, not indeed of thofe that are proximately enumerated, but of all 
together that the firft hypothefis contains, fuch as whole, or having parts, or having beginning, 
middle, and end, or being in itfelf, or in another, and every thing elle which is there denied of the 
one; fo that it follows, as was before obferved, that fuch things only are affumed as are confe- 
quent to beings fo far as they are beings, and not fo far as they are certain vital or intelle€tual 
natures. Forevery thing, fays he, which in any refpeé participates of effence, participates of it 
according to fome one of thefe negations. The one, therefore, does not participate of effence. 
Thus alfo Socrates, in the Republic, fays, that the geod is beyond effence, and is not effence, but 
is the caufe of it, and is beyond every thing intelletual and intelligible, in the fame manner as 
the fun is the caufe of all vifible natures, by efènce meaning the fame as being (To ov). For Plato 
here clearly fays, that it is not poflible for any thing #o be, unlefs it participates of efence : and in 
the ‘Timzus he makes a fimilar affertion. If, therefore, the firft caufe is fupereffential and above 
all being, it is falfe to affert that he is: for, fince he is beyond efence, he is alfo exempt from being. 
And in thie, as Proclus well obferves, Parmenides in Plato differs from Parmenides in his verfes, 
becaufe the latter looks to the one being, and fays that this is the caufe of all things; but the 
former afcending from the one being to that which is owe alone and prior to being, he denies of ¢he 
one the participation of effence. 

And here obferve, that Plato does not adopt the conclufion that fhe one is not through demon- 
ftration, becaufe it was not pofible to demonftrate this dire&tiy through the alliance of being with 
the one. For, as we have before obierved, in negations, things more allied are more difficult to 
be demonftrated. But if this be true, it is evident that she one 18 NoT. For every thing about 
rhe one which is added to it diminifhes its exempt tranfcendency. 

Should it be afked why Parmenides does not begin his negations from fhe iz, but from the 
many, and neither feparates the order which immediately fubfiits after the one, and thus proceeds 
as far as to the laft of things, nor, feparating the cene from thefe, afcends as far as to the fummit 
of beings, we reply, that the negation of eflence would be contrary to the hypothefis: for the 
hypothefis fays that ze one 18, but the negation that it 1s xor. It would, therefore, be of all 
things the moft ridiculous to fay immediately from the beginning, if the one is, the cne is not : for 
the affertion would appear to fubvert itfelf. Hence, employing the is, and faying, as if it 
made no difference, if the one is, Parmenides finds that ¢t/e many appcar to be efpecially oppofed 
to the one. 

That the cne, indeed, according to Plato, is above a!l effence, is evident from the teftimony of 
Speufippus, according to Proclus,. who alfo adds, that Speufippus confirms this from the opinion 
of the antients, when he fays they thought that tbe ene is better than being, and is the principle of 
being, free from all habitude to fubfequent natures, jaft as the good itfelf is feparated from the con- 
dition of every other good, But Spcufippus there calls the firft being the preper principle of 
beings, and boundlefs divinity depending on the ene. 

Parmenides, 
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fore, is in no refpect. So it feems. Hence, it is not in fuch a manner as 
to be one, for thus it would be being, and participate of effence: but, as it 
appears, the one neither ñs one nor is, if it be proper to believe in reafoning 
of this kind. It appears fo. But can any thing either belong to, or be 
affirmed of, that which is not? How can it? Neither, therefore, does any 
name belong to it, nor difcourfe, nor any fcience, nor fenfe, nor opinion. 
It does not appear that there can. Hence, it can neither be named, nor 


Parmenides, therefore, beginning {upernally from the intelligible fummit of the firft intelleQual 
‘Gods, and producing in an orderly feries the genera of the Gods, and of the natures united and 
fubfequent to them, and always evincing that the one is ineffably exempt from all things, again 
returns from hence to the beginning, and, imitating the converfion of wholes, feparates the one 
from the intelligible or higheft Gods. For thus efpecially may we behold its immenfe tranfcen- 
dency, if we not only fhow that it is eftablifhed above the fecond or third orders in the golden 
chain of deity, but that it alfo ranks before the intelligible unities themfelves, and evince this in 
a manner coordinate to the fimplicity of thofe occult na ures, and not by various words, but by 
intellectual projection alone : for intelligibles are naturally adapted to be known by intellect. 
This, therefore, Parmenides iz reality evinces, leaving logical methods, but energizing accorde 
ing to intellect, and afferting that the one is beyond effence, and the one being. For this is not 
collected, as we have before obferved, from the preceding conclufions; fince in this cafe the 
belief concerning the higheft Gods, who are implied by efence, being derived from things inferior 
to them, would be void of demonftration: for all demonftration, as Ariftotle juftly obferves, is 
from things naturally prior to, and more honourable than, the conclufions. Hence, Parmenides 
at the fame time infers, that every kind of knowledge, and all the inftruments of knowledge, fall 
fhort of the tranfcendency of the one, and beautifully end in the ineffable of the God who is 
beyond all things. For, after fcientific energies and intelleCtual proje€tions, union with the un- 
known fucceeds; to which alfo Parmenides referring the whole difcourfe, concludes the firft hy- 
pothelis, fufpending all the divine genera from zhe one, which, as he alfo fhows, is fingularly 
exempt from all things. Hence it is faid to be beyond the one which is conjoined with effence, and 
at the fame time all the participated multitude of unities. 

It is alfo beautifully obferved by Proclus, that by the appellation of the one in this dialogue we 
are not to underftand that which is in itfelf the ones but that the inward one refident in our 
effence, and derived from the firft one, as an occult fymbol of his nature, is expreffed by this 
appellation. For in every being there is an innate defire of the firft caufe; and hence, prior to 
appetite there is a certain occult perception of that which is firft. 

Laftly, when Parmenides fays that the one can neither be named nor fpoken of, it follows that 
we are not only incapable of affirming any thing of it, but that even negations of it, though more 
fafe than affirmations, are not to be admitted. For he who openly denies, in the mean time 
fecretly affirms; fince to deny any thing of the firft, is to feparate fomething from it; and this 
cannot be effeéted without forming in ourfelves both the firft, and that which we feparate 
from it. 


fpoken 
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{poken of, nor conceived by opinion, nor be known, nor perceived by any 
being. So it feems. Is it poffible, therefore, that thefe things can thus 
take place about the one? It does not appear to me that they can. 

Are vou therefore willing that we fhould return again to the hypothefis 
from the beginning, and fee whether or not by this means any thing hall 
appear to us different from what it did before? I am entirely willing. Have 
we not therefore declared if tbe one is, what circumftances ought to happen 
to it? Is it not fo? Certainly. But confider from the beginning, if she 
one is*, can it be poffible that it fhould de, and yet not participate of 


effence ? 


1 This is the beginning of the fecond hypothefis, which, as we have obferved in the Introduc- 
tion to this dialogue, unfolds the whole order of the Gods, and eftablithes the fummit of intelli- 
gibles as the firft after the one, but ends in an effence which participates of time, and in deified 
fouls. In the firft place, therefore, let us endeavour to unfold what Plato here occultly delivers 
concerning the firft proceffion or order of Gods, called the intelligible triad 

As the firft caufe then is the one, and this is the fame with the good, the univerfality of things 
muft form a whole, the beft and the moft profoundly united in all its parts which can poflibly be 
conceived: for the fir/? good muft be the caufe of the greateft good, that is, the whole of things ; 
and as goodnefs is union, the beft production muft be that which is moft united. But as there 
is a difference in things, and fome are more excellent than others, and this in proportion to their 
proximity to the firft caufe, a profound union can no otherwife take place than by the extremity 
of a fuperior order coalefcing through intimate alliance with the fummit of one proximately in- 
ferior. Hence the firt of bodies, though they are effentially corporeal, yet xara cxeow, through 
babitude or alliance, are moft vital, or lives. The higheft of fouls are after this manner intelleéts, 
and the firft of beings are Gods. For, as being is the higheft of things after the fir/t caufe, its firft 
{ubfiftence muft be according to a fupereffential charateriftic. 

Now that which is fupereffential, confidered as participated by the higheft or true being, con- 
ftitutes that which is called intelligible. So that every true being depending on the Gods is a 
divine intelligible. It is divine, indeed, as that which is deified; but it is intelligible, as the objet 
of defire to intelle&t, as perfe&tive and connedtive of its nature, and as the plenitude of being 
itfelf. But in the firft being life and intelle& fubfilt according to caufe: for every thing fubfifts 
either according to caufe, or according to Ayparxis, or according to participation. ‘That is, cvery 
thing may be confidered either as fubfifting occultly in its caufe, or openly in its own order (or 
according to what it is), or as participated by fomething elfe. The firtt of thefe is analogous to 
light when viewed fubfifting in its fountain the fun; the fecond to the light immediately proe 
ceeding from the fun; and the third to the fplendour communicated to other natures by this 
light. 

The firft proceffion therefore from the firt caufe will be the intelligible triad, confifting of 
being, life, and intelleé?, which are the three higheft things after the firt God, and of which being 
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effence? It cannot. Will not eflence therefore be the effence of the one, 
but not the fame with ¢he one? for, if it were the fame, it would not be the 
effence 


is prior to /ife, and life to intellect. For whatever partakes of life partakes alfo of being: but the 
contrary is not true, and therefore being is above life; fince it is the charaCteriftic of higher 
natures to extend their communications beyond fuch as are fubordinate. But /ife is prior to intel- 
le, becaufe all intelle€tual natures are vital, but all vital natures are not intelleftual. But in 
this intelligible triad, on account of its fupereflential characteriftic, all things may be confidered 
as fubGfting according to caufe: and confequently number here has not a proper fubfiftence, but 
is involved in unproceeding union, and abforbed in fuper-effential light. Hence, when it is 
called a triad, we muft not fuppofe that any efential diftinction takes place, but muft confider this 
appellation as expreffive of ics ineffable perfection. For, as it is the neareft of all things to the 
one, its union muft be tranfcendently profound and ineffably occult. 

All the Gods indeed confidered according to their unities are all in all, and are at the fame 
time united with the firt God like rays to light, or lines to a centre. And hence they are all 
eftablifhed in the firft caufe (as Proclus beautifully obferves) like the roots of trees in the earth 3 
fo that they are all as much as poflible fupereffential, juft as trees are eminently of an earthly 
nature, without at the fame time being earth itfelf: for the nature of the earth as being a whole, 
or fubfifting according to the eternal, is different from the partial natures which it produces. The 
intelligible triad, therefore, from its being wholly of a fupereffential idiom, muft poffefs an incon- 
ceivable profundity of union, both with itfelf and its caufe, foas to fubGifl wholly according to the 
united, to nvwuevov; and hence it appears to the eye of pure intellect, as one fimple indivifible 
fplendour beaming from an unknown and inacceffible fire. 

He then who is able, by opening the greateft eye of the foul, to fee that perfeétly which fub- 
fits without feparation, will behold the fimplicity of the intelligible triad fubfifting in a manner 
fo tranfcendent as to be apprehended only by a fuperintelleQtual energy, and a deific union of 
the perceiver with this moft arcane obje& of perception. But fince in our prefent ftate it is 
impofhible to behold an object fo aftonifhingly lucid with a perfect and fteady vifion, we muft be 
content, as Damafcius well obferves *, with a far diftant, fcarcely attainable, and moft obfcure 
glimpfe; or with diffculty apprehending a trace of this light like a fudden corrufcation burfting 
on our fight. Such then is the preeminence of the intelligible order, to which, on account of 
the infirmity of our mental eye, we affizn a triple divifion, beholding as in a mirror a luminous 
triad, beaming from a uniform light; juft, fays Damafcius, as the uniform colour of the fun 
appears in a cloud which poffefles three catoptric intervals, through the various-coloured nature 
of the rainbow. 

But when we view this order in a diftributed way, or as poflefling feparation in order to accom- 
modate its all-perfect mode of fubfiftence to our imperfect conceptions, it is neceflary to give the 
triad itlelf a triple divifion. For we have faid that it confifts of being, life, and intelle&. But in 
being we may view life and intellect, according to caufe; in /ife being according to participation, 


* Vid. Excerpta ex Damafcio, a Wolfio, p. 232. 
and 
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effence of the one, nor would fhe one participate of effence; but it would be 
all one to fay the one is, and one one. But now our hypothefis is not zf one, 
whrat 


and intelleét according to caufe; and in intelle both being and life according to participation ; 
while at the fame time in reality the whole is profoundly one, and contains all things occultly, or 
according to caufe. But when viewed in this divided manner, each triad is faid in the Chaldaic 
theology to confit of father, power, and intellett ; father being the fame with byparxis, unity, 
fummit, or that which is fuper-effential; power being a certain pouring forth, or infinity of the one * 
(or the fummit); and on this account, fays Damafcius, it is-prefent with father, as a diffufed 
with an abiding one, and as pouring itfelf forth into a true chaos: but inte/le, that is paternal 
intel, {ubfifting according to a converfion to the paternal one; a converfion tranfcending all 
other converfions, as being neither gnoftic, nor vital, nor effential, but an unfeparated furpafling 
energy, which is union rather than converfion. 

Let not the reader, however, imagine that thefe names are the inventions of the latter Pla- 
tonifts ; for they were well known to Plato himfelf, as is evident from his Timzus. For in that 
dialogue he calls the artificer of the univerfe intellect, and father; and reprefents him command- 
ing the junior Gods to imitate the power which he employed in their generation. 

This intelligible triad is occulely fignified by Plato, in the Phitebus, under the dialectic epithets 
of bound, infinite, and that which is mixed. For all beings (fays he) confift or are mingled from 
bound and infinity; and confequently being itfelf, which we have already fhown has the higheft 
fubfiftence after the firft caufe, muft be before all things mixed from thefe two; the former of 
thefe, viz. bound, being evidently analogous to the one, or father, and infinity to power. We may 
likewife confider him as unfolding the intelligible order in the fame dialogue, by the epithets of 
Jyrametry, truth, and beauty ; which, fays he, are requifite to every thing that is mixed. And he adds 
that this triad fubfifts in the veftibule of the good; evidently alluding by this expreffion to the 
profound union of this triad with the incomprehenfible caufe of all things. 

But, in the prefent dialogue, the intelligible order is delivered by Plato according to an all- 
perfect diftribution into three triads; for the fake of affording us fome demonftration, though 
very obfcure and imperfect, of truth fo tranfcendent and immenfe. In this fecond hypothefis, 
therefore, which, as we have already obferved, unfolds the various orders of the Gods, each con- 
clufion fignifying fome particular order, he calls the firft of thefe triads êv ov, one being ; power, 
or the middie habitude of both, being here concealed through excefs of union; fo that here the 
one partakes of being, and being of the one ; which, as Proclus well obferves, is indeed a circum- 
ftance of a molt wonderful nature. Parmenides therefore calls this triad cne being, without men- 
tioning power, becaule the whole triad abides in unproceeding union, fubfifting uniformly and 
without feparation. But after this the fecond triad is allotted a progreffion, which Parmenides 
characterifes by intelligible wholenc/s, but its parts are zing and the one, and power, which is 
fituated in the middle, is here diftributive and not unific, as in the former triad. But his dif- 
courfe concerning this triad commences from hence—“ Again, therefore, let us confider if the 


* Let the reader be careful to remember that zbe one of the Gods is their fupereffential characteriflic. 
Y2 one 
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what ought to happen, but if the one ss—Is it not fo? Entirely fo. Does 
it not fignify that the term és is fomething different from the ane? Necef- 
farily. 


one is, what will happen. Confider then whether it is not neceffary that this hypothefis fhouid 
fignify fuch a one as poffeffes parts.” But he concludes his fpecula'ion thus==“ That which is 
one therefore is a whole, and poffefles a part.” 

But after thefe the third triad fubfifts, in which all intelligible multitude appears; and which 
Parmenides indeed (fays Proclus) calls a wholenefs, but fuch a one as is compofed from a mule 
titude of parts. For after that occult union (fays he) of the firit triad, and the dyadic diftinc- 
tion of the fecond, the progre Mon of the third triad is produced, poffefling its hypoftafis indeed 
from parts, but then thefe parts compofe a multitude which the triad prior to this generates. 
For unity, power and bing are contained in this third triad; but then each of thefe is multiplied, 
and fo the whole triad is a wholenefs. But fince each of its extremities, viz. the one, and being, 
is a multitude which is co joined through a collective power, each of thefe is again divided and 
multiplied. For this power conjoining united multitude with the multitude of beings, fome of 
thefe one being perfects through progreffion ;. but others, being which is one, through communion. 
Here therefore there are two parts of the wholenefs, one and being. But the one participates of 
being : for the one of being is conjoined with bei g. The one of bring therefore is again divided, fo 
that both the one and dcing generate a fecond unity, connected with a part of being. But being 
which participates of the one, ov tv, is again divided into being and the one: for it. generates a more 
particular being, depending on a more particular unity. And being here belongs to more particu 
lar deified beings, and is a more fpecial monad. But power is the caufe of this progreflion: for 
power poffeffes dual effe€tion, and is fabricative of multitude. 

Parmenides begins his difcourfe concerning this triad as follows :—'¢ What then? Can each 
of thefe parts of one being, that is to fay the one and being, defert each other, fo that the one fhail 
not be a part of being, or being thall not be a part of the one? By no means.” But he finithes 
thus: “ Will not, therefore, one being thus become an infinite multitude? So it appears.” Pro- 
clus adds: “ Hence this triad proceeds according to each of the preexiftent triads, fowing (ac 
cording to the Oracle) and proceeding into all inteiligible multitude For infinite multitude demon- 
ftrates this flux, and evinces the incomprehenfible nature of power.” 

But he likewife evinces that this triad is frf begctten: for this firt imparts the power of 
generating. And hence he calls the multitude which it contains generating (ywoucvov). Proclus, 
therefore, very properly afks, whether the frequent ufe of the term generation in this part, does 
not plainly imply that the natures prior to this triad are more united with each other? But the 
infinity of multitude in this triad muft not be confidered as refpecting the infinite of quantity; 
but nothing more is implied than that a multicude of this kind is the progeny of the firft infinity, 
which it alfo unfolds: and this infinite is the fame with that which is al/ perfeé?. For that (fays 
Proclus) which has proceeded according to fhe all, and as far as it is requifite an intelligible 
nature fhould proceed, on account of a power generative of all things, is infi ite; for it can be 
comprehended by no other. And thus much concerning the third intelligible triad, according 
to carmenides. 

Let 
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farily. If, therefore, any one fhould fummarily affert that she ome iz, this 
would be no other one than that which participates of effence. Certainly. 
Again, 


Let us now difcourfe in general (fays Proclus *) concerning all tlie intelligible triads, and the 
three conclufions in the Parmenides, by which thefe three orders are characterifed: The farft 
triad, therefore, which is allotted an occult and intelligible fummit among intelligibles, Plato, at 
one time proceeding from that union which it contains, and from its feparate fupremacy with 
refoect to others, denominates one; as in the Timzus—For eternity (fays he) abides in one. But 
reafon demonftrates: that the firft triad of intelligibles is contained in this one. But at another 
time proceeding from: the extremities- which it contains, that is from that which is participated, 
and from that which participates, he calls it one being; not mentioning power here, becaufe it is 
uniformly and occultly comprehended in this triad. And again, fometimes he calls the whole 
triad bound, infinite, ani mixed, according to the monads which it contains. And here bound 
demonftrates divine Syparxis; but infinite, generative power; and mixed, an cffence proceeding from 
this power. And thus (as I have faid) by thefe appellations Plato inftruéts us concerning the 
firft triad; evincing its nature, fometimes by one name, fometimes by two,. and fometimes by 
three appellations. For a friad is contained in this, according to- which the whole is characterifed ; 
likewife a duad, through which its extremities communicate with each other; and laftly a 
monad, which evinces through its monads the ineffable, occult, and unical nature of the firt God. 

But he calls the fecond triad pofterior to this; in the Timzus, indeed, eternity; but in the 
Parmenides the firft wholene/s. And if we attentively confider that every. eternal. is a whole, we 
fhall perceive that thefe two are allotted the fame peculiarity of narure. For, whatever is 
entirely. eternal poffeffes both its whole effence and energy at once prefent with itfclf. For fuch 
is every intelle&t which perfectly eftablithes in itfelf both being and intelle€&tion, as a whole at 
once prefent, and a comprehenfive all. Hence it does not poffcfs one part of being while it is 
deftitute of another; nor does it participate partially of energy, but it whol'y comprehends zotal 
being and total intelligence. But if intelle& proceeded in its energies according to time, but 
pofleffed an eternal effence, it would poffefs the one as a whole ever abiding the fame, but the 
other fubifting in generation, differently at different periods of time. Eternity, therefore, 
wherever it is prefent, is the caufe of wholeness. To which we may add, that the whole every 
where contains eternity = for no whole ever deferts either its own effence or perfection; but that 
which is firft corrupted and vitiated is partial. Hence this vifible univerfe is eternal, becaufe 
it is a whole; and this is likewife true of every thing contained in the heavens, and of each of 
the elements: for wholene/s is every where comprehenfive of its fubje€t natures. Hence hole- 
nefs and eternity fubfift together, are the fame with each other, and are each of them a meafure ; 
the one indeed of all eternal.and perpetual natures, but the other of parts and every multitude. 
But fince there are three wholeneffes, one prior to parts, another compefed from parts, and a third 
contained in a part—hence, through that wholene/s which is prior to parts, eternity meafures 
the divine unities exempt from beings; but through that which is compofed from parts, the 
unitics diftributed together with beings; and through that which fubfifts in a part, all beings 


* In Plat. Theol. lib. 3. p. 168. 
end 
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Again, therefore, let us fay, if the one is, what will happen. Confider 


then whether it is not neceflary that this hypothefis fhould fignify fuch a 
one 


and total effences. For thefé partially contain the parts of the divine unities, which preexift 
unically in the unities themfelves. Befides, eternity is nothing elfe than an illumination procecding 
from the unity connedled with being. But whole itfelf confifts of two parts, viz. from one and being, 
power being the conciliator of thefe parts. Hence the duad, according with the middle intelligi- 
ble triad, unfolds the uniform and occult hypoftafis of the firft triad. Befides, Plato in the 
Timeus calls the third intelligible triad azimal-it/elf, perfec?, and only-begetten. But in the Par- 
menides he denominates it infinite multitude, and a wholcne/s comprehending many parts. And in 
the Sophifta he calls it that which is always intelligible, and diftributed into many beings. AM thefey 
therefore, are the progeny of one fcience, and tend to one intelligible truth. For when Timæus 
calls this triad intelligible animal, he likewife afferts that it is perfec?, and that it comprehends 
intelligible animals as its parts, both according to the one and according to parts. And Parme- 
nides himfelf, declaring that one being is perfect multitude, demonftrates that it fubfifts in this 
order. For the infinite is omnipotent and perfect, as we have previoufly obferved, containing 
in itfelf an intelligible multitude of parts, which it likewife produces. And of thefe parts, fome 
are more univerfal, but others more partial; and (as Timzus obferves) are parts both according 
to the one and according to genera. Befides, as Timzus calls that which is animal-it/elf eternal, 
and only-begotten, fo Parmenides firft attributes to infinite multitude the ever, and to be generated, 
in the following words: ‘ And on the fame account, whatever part is generated will always poffefs 
thefe two parts: for the one will a/ways contain being, and being the one; fo that two things will 
always be generated, and no part will ever be one.” 

Who then fo perfpicuoufly admonifhes us of eternal animal ard of the firft-begotten triad as 
Parmenides, who firt affumes in this order generation and the ever, and fo frequently employs each 
of thefe appellations ? Perfect animal, therefore, is the fame with omnipotent intelligible multitude. 
For fince the firft infinity is power, and the whole of that which is intelligible fubfifts according 
to this, receiving from hence its divifion into parts, [ rather choofe to call this triad omnipotent ; 
deviating in this refpect from that appellation of the infinite, by which vulgar minds are generally 
difturbed. 

Such then is rhe intelligible triad, confidered according to an all-perfeé diftribution, in 
accommodation to the imbecility of our mental eye. But if we are defirous, after having bid 
adieu to corporeal vifion, and the fafcinating but delufive forms of the phantafy, which, Calypfo- 
like, detain us in exile from our fathers’ land; after having through a long and laborious 
diale€tic wandering gained our paternal port, and purified ourfelves from the baneful rout of 
the paffions, thofe domeftic foes of the foul; if after all this we are defirous of gaining a glimpfe 
of the furpaffing fimplicity and inefable union of this occult and aftonithing light, we muft crowd 
all our conceptions together into the moft profound indivifibility, and, opening the greateft eye 
of the foul, entreat this all-comprehending deity to approach: for then, preceded by unadorned 
Beauty, filently walking on the extremities of her fhining feet, he will fuddenly from his awful 


fanétuary rife to our view. 
4 But 
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one as pofiefles parts? How? Thus. If the term sf is is fpoken of one 
being, and the one, of being which is one, and effence is not the fame with the 
one, but each belongs to that fame one being which we have fuppofed, is it 


But after fuch a vifion, what can language announce concerning this tranfcendent object ? 
That it is perfe@ly indiftin& and void of number. “ And,” as Damafcius * beautifully obferves, 
€s fince this is the cafe, we fhould confider whether it is proper to call rbis which belongs to it 

Jinplicity, axrorns ; fomething elfe, multiplicity morrotns; and fomething befides this, univerfality mavrorns. 
For that which is intelligible is one, many, all, that we may triply explain a nature which is one. 
But how can one nature be one and many? Becaufle many is the infinite power of the one. But 
how can it be one and all? Becaufe all is the every-way extended energy of the one. Nor yet is 
it to be called an energy, as if it was an extenfion of power to that which is external; nor power, 
as an extenfion of hyparxis abiding within; but again, it is neceffary to call them three inftead of 
one: for one appellation, as we have often teftified, is by no means fufficient for an explanation 
of this order. And are all things then here indiftinét? But how can this be eafy to undere 
ftand? For we have faid that there are three principles confequent to each other; viz. father, 
power, and paternal intelle?. But thefe in reality are neither one, nor three, nor one and at the fame 
time three+. But it is neceflary that we fhould explain thefe by names and conceptions of this 
kind, through our penury in what is adapted to their nature, or rather through our defire of 
exprefling fomething proper on the occafion. For as we denominate this triad one, and many, 
and all, and father, power, and paternal intelle, and again bound, infinite, and mixed—fo likewife 
we call it a monad, and the indefinite duad, and a triad, and a paternal nature compofed from both 
thefe. And as in confequence of purifying our conceptions we reje&t the former appellations 
as unable to harmonize with the things themfelves, we fhould likewife reject the latter on the 
fame account.” 

Now from this remarkable paflage in particular, and from all that has been faid refpefting the 
intelligible triad, it follows that the Platonic is totally different from the Chriftian trinity, fince 
the former is a triad pofterior to the firft caufe, who according to Plato is a principle tranfcen- 
dently exempt from all multitude, and is not coordinated or confubfiftent with any being or 
beings whatever. 

A fuperficial reader indeed, who knows no more of Platonifm than what he has gleaned from 
Cudworth’s Intelle€tual Syftem, will be induced to think that the genuine Platonic trinity confits 
of the firf? caufe, or the good, intelleét, and foul, and that thefe three were confidered by Plato as in 
a certain refpect one. To fuch men as thefe it is neceflary to obferve, that a triad of principles 
diftin& from each other, is a very different thing from a triad which may be confidered as a 
whole, and of which each of the three is a part. But the good or the one is according to Pato 
fupereffential, as is evident from the Orft hypothefis of this Dialogue, and from the tixth Book 
of his Republic. It is impoffible, therefore, that the good can be contubfittent with iatelleé?, which 
is even pofterior to being, and much lefs with foul, which is fubordinate to stel/ec?, And hence 
the gcod, intelle, and foul, do not form a confybi{tent triad. 


* Vid. Excerpta, p. 228. 
t AAA’ aural pey oux ELITI XATA GAYOEIGY, CUTE IGY, HUTE TPES, AVTE LIA AUG KAI TREIS. 
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not neceffary that the whole of it fhould be one being, but that its parts 
fhould be the one and to be? It is neceflary. Whether, therefore, fhould 
we call each of thefe parts a part alone, or a part of the whole? Each 
fhould be called a part of the whole. That which is ove, therefore, is a 
whole, and poffeffes a part. Entirely fo. What then? Can each of thefe 
parts of one being, viz. the one and being, defert each other, fo that the one 
fhall not be a part of being, or being fhall not bea part of the one? It can- 
not be. Again, therefore, each of the parts will contain both one and being, 
and each part will at leat be compofed from two parts; and, on the fame 
account, whatever part takes place will always poflefs thefe two parts: for 
the one will always contain being, and being the one; fo that two things will 
always be produced, and no part will ever be ove. Entirely fo. Will not, 
therefore, one being thus become an infinite multitude? So it feems. 

But proceed, and {till further confider this. What? We have faid that 
the one participates of effence, fo far as it is being. We have faid fo. And 
on this account oze being appears to be many. It does fo. But what then ? 
If we receive dianoétically that one which we faid participates of effence, 
and apprehend it alone by itfelf without that which we have faid it partici- 
pates, will it appear to be one alone? Or will this alfo be many? I think 
it will be one. But let us confider another certain circumftance. It is ne- 
ceffary that its effence fhould be one thing, and itfelf another thing, if the 
one does not participate of effence ; but us effence it participates of the one. 
It is neceffary. If, therefore, effence is one thing, and the one another thing, 
neither is the one, fo far as the one, different from effence, nor effence, fo far 
as effence, different from rhe one; but they are different from each other 
through that which is different and another, Entirely fo, So that diferent 
is neither the fame with zke one nor with efence. How can it? What, 
then, if we fhould fele& from them, whether if you will effence and different, 
or effence and the one, or the one and diferent, fhould we not, in each 
affumption, feleé& certain things which might very properly be denominated 
both thefe? How do you mean? After this manner: Is there not that 
which we call efence? There is, And again, that which we denominate 
the one? And this alfo. Is not, therefore, each of them denominated ? 
Each. But what, when I fay effence and the one, do I not pronounce both 
thefe? Entirely fo. And if I fhould fay effence and different, or different 


and 
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and the one, fhould I not perfeétly, in each of thefe, pronounce both? 
Certainly. But can thofe things which are properly denominated both, be 
both, and yet not two? They cannot. And can any reafon be affigned, 
why of two things each of them fhould not be one? There cannot. As, 
therefore, thefe two fubfift together, each of them will be one. It appears 
fo. But if each of them is one, and the one is placed together with them, 
by any kind of conjunétion, will not all of them become three? Certainly. 
But are not three odd, and two even? How {hould they not? But what 
then? Being two, is it not neceflary that twice thould be prefent? 
And being three, thrice; fince twice one fubfifts in two, and thrice one in 
three? It is neceffary. Butif there are two and twice, is it not neceflary 
that there fhould be twice two? And if there are three and thrice, that 
there fhould be thrice three? How fhould it not? But what, if there are 
three and twice, and two and thrice, is it not neceffary that there fhould 
be thrice two and twice three? Entirely fo. Hence, there will be the 
evenly even, and the oddly odd; and the oddly even, and the evenly odd. 
It will be fo. If, therefore, this be the cafe, do you think that any number 
will be left which is not neceffarily there? By no means, If, therefore, 
the one is, it is alfo neceffary that there fhould be number *. It is neceffary. 


But 


z Parmenides after the intelligible triads generates the intelligible and at the fame time in- 
telle€tual orders, and demonftrates, by fubfequent conclufions, a continuous progreffion of the 
Gods. For the feries and conne€tion of the words with each other imitate the indiffoluble order 
of things, which always conjoins the media with the extremes, and through middle genera ad- 
vances to the ultimate progreffions of beings. As there are then three intelligible triads, confifting 
of one being, whole itfelf, and infinite multitude, fo three intelligible and at the fame time intellec- 
tual triads prefent themfelves to our view, viz. number it/elf, whole itfelf, and the perfec? itfelf. 
Hence, number here proceeds from one being; but that which is a whole from who'e itfelf in intel- 
ligibles; and the perfec? itfelf from infinite multitude. For in the intelligible triad the infinite was 
omnipotent and perfect, comprehending all things, and fubfifling as incomprehenfible in itfelf. 
The perfeé?, therefore, is analogous to that which is omnipotent and all-perfect, poffeffing an in- 
telle€tual perfe&tion, and fuch as is pofterior to primary and intelligible perfeétion. But the 
whole, which is both intelligible and intelleétual, is allied to that which is intelligible, yet it differs 
from it fo far as the latter poffeffles wholenefs according to the one union of the one being 5 but the 
one of the former appears to be effentially a whole of parts characterized by unity, and its being a 
compofite of many beings. 

But again, number muft be confidered as analogous to one being. For one being fubfifts among 
intelligibles occultly, intelligibly, and paternally ; but here, in conjunction with difference, it ge- 
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But if number is, it is neceflary that the many fhould fubfift, and an infinite 
multitude of beings: or do you think that number, infinite in multitude, 
will alfo participate of effence? By all means I think fo. If, therefore, 
every number participates of effence, will not each part alfo of number par- 
ticipate of eflence? Certainly. Effence, therefore, will be diftributed 
through all things which are many, and will not defert any being, whether 
the leaft or the greateft: for how can effence be abfent from any being? In 
no refpet. Effence, therefore, is diftributed as much as poffible into the 
leaft and the greateit, and intoall things every way, and is divided the moft 
of all things, and poffeffes infinite parts. It is fo. Very many, therefore, 
are its parts. Very many, indeed. But what, is there any one of thefe 
which is a part of effence, and yet is not ome part? But how can this be? 
But if it is, I think it muft always be neceffary, as long as it is, that it 
fhould be a certain one; but that it cannot poffibly be nothing. It is ne- 
ceflary. The one, therefore, is prefent with every part of effence, deferting 
no part, whether fmall or great, or in whatever manner it may be affected. 
It is fo, Can one being, therefore, be a whole, fubfifting in many places at 
once? Confider this diligently. I do confider it, and I fee that it is im- 
poffible, It is divided, therefore, fince it is not a whole; for it can no other- 
wife be prefent with all the parts of effence, than in a divided ftate. Cer- 
tainly. But that which is divifible ought neceffarily to be fo many as its 


Neratcs number, which eftablifhes the feparation of forms and reafons. For difference firft exhibits 
itfelf in this order; but fubfifts among intelligibles as power and the duad. And in this order it 
is a maternal and prolific fountain. With great propriety, therefore, does Plato from the fum- 
mit of this order begin his negations of the one: for the many fubfift here, through that difference 
which divides being and the one; becaufe the evhole, which is denied of she one, is intellectual and 
not intelligible. ‘The negation, therefore, afferts that the one is not a whole, on which account 
the affirmation muft be, the one is a whole. For intelligible who'e is one being, but not the one. 
And he thus denies the many, “ The one is not many,” the oppofite to which is, the one is many. 
But the multitude of intelligibles, and not the one, is the proximate caufe of the many. And, in 
fhorr, the whole of that which is intelligible is charaterized by one being. For both being and the 
one are contained in this, and are naturally conjoined with each other; and being is here the moft 
of all things chara€terized by the one. But when each of thefe, viz. being, and the one, proceeds 
into multitude, the one becomes diftant from the other, and evinces a greater diverfity of nature ; 
but each js diftributed into multitude through the prolific nature of difference itfelf. And thus 
it is from hence evident, that the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual orders proceed 
with fubjeétion analogous to the intelligible triads. In the notes to the Phzdrus it will be fhown 


how Socrates Jeads us to this order of Gods. 
parts. 
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parts, It ought. We did not, therefore, juft now fpeak truly, when we 
faid that effence was diftributed into very many parts ; fince it is not divided 
into more parts than the one, but into parts equal to thofe of she one: for 
neither does being defert the one, nor the one, being : but thefe two always 
fubfift, equalized through all things. It appears to be entirely fo. The 
one, therefore, which is diftributed by effence, is many and an infinite mul- 
titude. So it appears. One being, therefore, is not only many, but it is 
likewife neceflary that zhe one which is diftributed by eflence fhould be many, 
Entirely fo. 

And, indeed, in confequence of the parts being parts of a whole, she one 
will be defined according to a whole: or are not the parts comprenended by 
the whole? Neceffarily fo. But that which contains will be a bound. How 
fhould it not? Ome being, therefore, is in a certain refpect both one and 
many, whole and parts, finite and infinite in multitude. It appears fo. As 
it is bounded, therefore, muft it not alfo have extremes? It is neceffary, 
But what, if it be a whole, muft it not alfo have a beginning, middle, and 
end? Orcan there be any whole without thefe three? And if any one of 
thefe be wanting, can it be willing to be any longer a whole? It cannot. 
The one, therefore, as it appears, will poffefs a beginning, end, and middle. 
It will. But the middle is equally diftant from the extremes; for it could 
not otherwife be the middle. It could not. And, as it appears, ¢he one being 
fuch, will participate of a certain figure, whether ftraight or round, ora 
certain mixture from both. It will fo. 

Will it, therefore, being fuch, fubfift in itfelf? and in another? How? 
For each of the parts is in the whole, nor is any one external to the whole. 

It 


1 By thefe words Plato indicates the fummit of the intelle€tual order, or in other words, accord- 
ing to the Grecian theology, Saturn. For, fo far as he is a total intellect, his energy is directed 
to him/elf, but fo far as he is in the intelligibles prior to himfelf, he eftablifhes the all-perfect 
intelligence of himfelf in another. For fubfiftence in another here fignifies that which is better than 
the fubfiftence of a thing in i#//f. Saturn, therefore, being intelligible as among intelle€tuals, 
eftablithes himfelf in the intelligible triads of the ordcrs prior to him, from which he is alfo filled 
with united and occult good; and on this account he is faid to be in ancther. But becaufe he is 
a pure and immaterial deity, he is converted to himfelf, and fhuts up all his powers in himfelf. 
For the parts of this deity, when he is confidered as an intellectual wholenefs, are more partial 
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Itis fo. But all the parts are comprehended by the whole. Certainly. But 
the one is all the parts of itfelf; and is neither more nor lefs than all. Cer- 
tainly. Is not the one, therefore, a whole? How fhould it not? If, there- 
fore, all the parts are in the whole, and all the parts are one, and the one is 
a whole, but all the parts are comprehended by the whole ; hence, the one 
will be comprehended by the one, and fo the one will be in itfelf. It appears 
fo. Butagain, the whole is not in the parts, neither in all, nor ina certain 
one. For, if it were in all, it would neceffarily be in one: for, if it were 
not in fome one, it would not be able to be in all. But if this one isa one 
belonging to all the parts, and the whole is not in this one, how can it any 
Jonger be a whole in all the parts? In no refpeét. Nor yet in any of the 
parts. For if the whole fhould be in fome of the parts, the greater would 
be in the leffer; which is impoffible. Impoffible. But fince the whole is 
neither in many, nor in one, nor in all the parts, is it not neceflary that it 
fhould either be in fome other, or that it fhould be nowhere? It is ne- 
ceffary. But if it is nowhere, will it not be nothing? And if it is a whole, 
fince it is not in itfelf, is it not neceffary that it fhould be in another? 
Entirely fo. So far, therefore, as the one is a whole, it is in another: but 
fo far as all things are its parts, and itfelf all the parts, it is in itfelf: and 

fo the one will neceffarily be in itfelf and in another. Neceffarily. 
But as she one is naturally fuch, is it not neceffary that it fhould both be 
moved! and ftand ftill? How? It muft ftand ftill, indeed, if it be in itfelf. 
For, 


powers, which haften indeed to a progrefhion from him as their father, but are eftablifhed in, and 
on all fides comprehended by, him. And this wholenefs is a deity which conneétedly contains 
the intelligible parts in itfelf, being parturient indeed with intelle€tual multitude, and ftably gene- 
tating all things. It alfo receives into its bofom, and again gathers into itfelf its progeny, and, 
as the more tragical of fables fay, devours and depofits its offspring in itfelf. For its progeny are 
twofold; fome being, as it were, refolved into itfelf, and others feparated from it. 

1 The middle of the imtellectual order, viz. Rhea, is here indicated by Plato: for all life, 
according to Plato, is motion; fince foul is felf-motive becaufe it is felf-vital ; and intelle& is 
through this moved, becaufe it poffeffes the moft excellent life. The firft vivific caufe, therefore, 
of the intelle€tual Gods is primarily allotted motion. If this caufe, however, was the firft and 
higheft life, it would be requifite to call it metion, and not that which is moved; but fince it is life 
as in intelle€tuals, and is filled from exempt life, it is at the fame time motion and that which is 


moved. Very properly, therefore, does Parmenides evince that the one in this order is moved, be- 
caufe 
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For, being in one, and not departing from this, it will be in fame, through 
being in itfelf. It will. But that which is always in the fame muft neceflarily 
without doubt always ftand ftill. Entirely fo. But what, muft not that, 
on the contrary, which is always in another, neceffarily never be in fame ? 
But if it be neverin fame, can it ftand ftilk? And if it does not ftand ftill, 
muft it not be moved? Certainly. It is neceflary, therefore, that she one, 
fince it is always in itfelf and in another, muft always be moved and ftand 


ftill. It appears fo. 
But, likewife, it ought to be the fame * with itfelf, and different from 


itfelf; and, in like manner, the fame with, and different from, others, if it 
fuffers 


caufe it proceeds from the caufes of all life which rank above it, and is analofous to the middle 
centre of intelligibles, and to the middle triad of the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual 
order; which triad Socrates in the Phedrus calls beaven, becaufe the whole of it is /ife and 
motion. 

When Parmenides, therefore, fays that the one is both moved and flands fill, by motion he indi- 
cates the vivific hyparxis of the Gods, and the generative fountain of wholes; but by permanency 
coordinated with motion, that pure monad which contains the middle centres of the triad of guar- 
dian deities, or, in other words, one of the Curetes confubfiftent with Rhea. So that the motion 
in this order isthe fountain of the life which proceeds to all things; and the permanency eftablifhes 
the whole vivific fountain in itfelf, but is thence filled with the prolific rivers of life. Hence 
Parmenides, delivering to us the progreflion of thefe two, fhows that that which is moved is gene- 
rated from that which is in another, but that which is permanent from that which is in itfelf. For 
motion in this order is better than permanency. For as that which is in another is caufally more an- 
tient than that which is in itfelf, fo here that which is moved than that which is permanent. Hence, 
according to the Grecian theology, the Curetes are powers fubordinate to Saturn, Rhea, and 
Jupiter, the parents of the intelle€tual order, and are contained in them. 

1 Parmenides here delivers the fymbols of that deity who fubfifls at the extremity of the intel- 
le€tual order, viz. Jupiter, the artificer of the univerfe. We fhall find, therefore, that the num- 
ber of the conclufions is here doubled. For the one is no longer fhown to be alone fume or different, 
as it was fhown to be in itfelf and in another, and to be moved and be permanent; but it is now de- 
monttrated to be the fame with itfelf, and different from itfelf, and different from others, and the fame 
with cthers. But this twice perfectly accords with the demiurgic monad, both according to other 
theologifts, and to Socrates in the Cratylus, who fays that the demiurgic name is compofed from 
two words. 

In the next place the multitude of caufes is here feparated, and all the monads of the Gods 
appear according to the demiurgic progreffion. For the paternal order of the demiurgus, the 
prolific power which is coordinate with him, the undefiled monad which is the caufe of exempt 


providence, the fountain diftributive of wholes, and all the orders in conjunétion with thefe 
which 
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fuffers what we have related above. How? Every thing, in a certain 
refpect, thus takes place with relation to every thing: for it is either the 
fame with it or different: or if it is neither fame nor different, it will be a 
part of this to which it is fo related, or with refpeét to a part it will be a 
whole. It appears fo. Is therefore the one a part of itfelf? By no means. 
It will not therefore be a whole, with refpect to itfelf, as if itfelf were a 
part. For it cannot. But is the one, therefore, different from zbe one? By 
no means. It will not therefore be different from itfelf. Certainly not, 
If, therefore, it is neither different nor a whole, nor yet a part with refpect 
to itfelf, is it not neceffary that it fhould be the fame with itfelf? It is 
neceffary. But what, that which is elfewhere than itfelf, fubfifting in /ame 

in 


which fubfift about the demiurgus, according to which he produces and preferves all things, and, 
being exempt from his productions, is firmly eftablifhed in himfelf, and feparates his own king- 
dom from the united government of his father—all thefe are here unfolded into light. 

Hence that which Parmenides firft demonftrates concerning the nature of the one, viz. that it 
is the fame with itfelf, reprefents to us the monadic and paternal peculiarity, according to which 
Jupiter is the demiurgus. For the term Jame is a manifet fign of his proper or paternal hyparxis: 
for being one, and the exempt demiurgus and father of wholes, he eltablifhes his proper union 
in himfelf. This term alfo remarkably fhows the uniform nature, and the alliance of this deity 
with bound. But his being the fame with others, is the illuftrious good of prolific power, and of a 
caufe proceeding to all things, and pervading through all things without impediment. For he is 
prefent to all things which he produces, and is in all things which he adorns, pre-eftablifhing in 
himfelf an effence generative of wholes. Hence bound and the infinite fubfift in him fabrica- 
tively; the former confifting in a famenefs feparate from others, and the latter in a power which 
generates others. The afiertion alfo that he is different from others, manifefts his undefiled purity, 
and his tranfcendency exempt from all fecondary natures. Hence by his never ceafing to impart 
good, by his providence, and by his generating things fubordinate, be is the fame with them: for 
he is participated by them, and fills his progeny with his own providential care. But by his purity, 
his undefiled power, and his undeviating energies, he is feparate from wholes, and is not con- 
fubfiftent with others. And as Saturn, the firft king of the intellectual Gods, is allotted a nature 
which does not verge to matter, through that pure monad or guard which is united to him, viz. 
the firt of the Curetes; and as the vivific goddefs Rhea poffeffes her ftable and undeviating 
power from the fecond of the guardian deities ; fo alfo the demiurgic intelle& guards a tran- 
fcendency feparate from others, and a union withdrawing itfelf from multitude, through the 
third monad of the Curetes, who are the leaders of purity. 

That deity therefore remains who is the feventh of thefe intellectual monads, who is conjoined 
with all of them, and energizes in conjun€tion with all, but particularly unfolds himfelf into light 
in the demiurgic order. This deity, which is celebrated by antient theologifts as Ocean, Par- 
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in itfelf, muft it not neceffarily be different from itfelf, fince it has a fub- 
fiftence elfewhere? It appears fo to me. And in this manner the one appears 
to fubfift, being at the fame time both in itfelf and in another. So it feeins. 


Through this, therefore, it appears that zbe one is different from itfelf, It 
does fo. 


But what if any thing is different from any thing, is it not different 
from that which is different? Neceffarily fo, But are not all fuch things 
as are not one different from ze one? And is not the one different from 
fuch things as are not one? How fhould it not? Zhe one therefore will be. 
different from other things. Different. But fee whether diferent and fame 
are not contrary to each other. How fhould they not? Do you think, 
therefore, that fame can ever be in different, or different in fame ? | do not. 


menides indicates when he afferts that the one is different from itfelf. As, therefore, the demiurgus 
is the fame with himfelf through paternal union, fo he is feparated from himfelf and his father, 
according to this difference. Whence, therefore, does Parmenides fay that the demiurgus 
derives this power? We reply, From being in himfelf, and in another. For thefe things were 
unitedly in the firft father, but feparately in the third. Hence feparation there fubfifts according 
to caufe, but in the demiurgus it fhines forth, and unfolds his power into light. For that the 
caufe of divifion fubfifts in a certain refpeét in the firft father, Parmenides himfelf evinces in the 
firft hypothefis, when he fays, that every thing which is in itfelf is in a certain refpe& tw, and 
is feparated from itfelf. Eutthe duad is there indeed occultly, but here it fubfifts more clearly, 
where all intelle€tual multitude is apparent. For difference is the progeny of the duad, which is 
there firmly eftablifhed. This difference, therefore, feparates the demiurgic intcllest from the 
Gods prior to it, and alfo feparates from each other the monads which it contains. Hence 
Parmenides, when he divides the figns of fabrication, fhows that the idioms of the undefiled and 
divifive monads are in the middle of them, fo far as they alfo in a certain refpeét are compre- 
hended in the one fabrication of things. For the firft of the conclufions demonftrates that the one 
is the fame with itfelf; the fecond, that it is different from itfelf; the third, that it is diferent from 
others; and the fourth, that it is the fame with others ; conjoining the divifive power with the 
paternal union, and connecting the providential caufe of fecondary natures—with a tranfcendency 
feparate from them. For in the Gods it is neceffary that union thould fubfilt prior to feparation, 
and a purity unmingled with things fecondary prior to a providential care of them, through which 
the divinities being every where are alfo no where, being prefent to all things are exempt from 
all things, and being all things are no one of their progeny. 

I only add, that the reader will find the theology concerning Saturn, delivered by Plato in 
perfect conformity to what has been above afferted of this deity, in the Cratylus, Politicus, and 
Gorgias; that concerning Rhea, in the Cratylus; concerning Jupiter in the Timeeus, Critias, 
Philebus, Protagoras, and Politicus; and concerning the Curetes in the Laws. 


If 
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If therefore different is never in fame, there is no being in which for any 
time different fubfifts ; for, if it fubfifted in it during any time whatever, in 
that time different would be in fame. Would it not be fo? It would. But 
fince it is never in fame, different will never fubfift in any being. True. 
Neither therefore will different be in things which are not one, nor in the one. 
It will not. The one, therefore, will not through different be different from 
things which are not one, nor things which are not one from the one. Not, 
indeed. Nor likewife will they be different from each other, fince they do 
not participate of different. For how can they? But if they are neither 
different from themfelves, nor from different, muft they not entirely efcape 
from being different from each other? They muft efcape. But neither 
will things which are not one participate of the one: for if they did they 
would no longer be wot one, but in a certain refpeé&t one. True. Hence 
things which are zot one will not be number; for they would not be entirely 
not one in confequence of poffeffing number. Certainly not. But what, 
can things which are not one be parts of one? Or would not things which 
are not one by this means participate of the one? They would participate. 
If, therefore, this is entirely the one, but thofe not one, neither will the one 
be a part of things which are zot one, nor a whole with refpect to them, as 
if they were parts; nor, on the contrary, will things which are zot one be 
parts of the one, nor yet wholes, as if the one were a part. They will not. 
But we have faid that things which are neither parts nor wholes, nor dif- 
ferent from each other, muft be the fame with each other. We have faid 
fo. Muft we not therefore affert that the one, fince it fubfifts in this manner 
with refpeét to things which are zot one, is the fame with them! We muft. 
The one, therefore, as it appears, is both different from others and itfelf, 
and the fame with them and with itfelf. It appears from this reafoning to 
be fo. 


But is it alfo fimilar' and diffimilar to itfelf and others? Perhaps fo. 
Since, 


1 After the intellectual the fupermundane order of Gods follows, who are alfo called by the 
Grecian theologifts affmilative leaders. Samenefs and difference, therefore, as we have before 
obferved, define the idiom of the demiurgic order, and of the Gods coordinated with it. But 
fince the whole order of the affimilative Gods is fufpended from the demiurgic monad, fub- 


&fts about, and is converted to it, and is perfected from it, it is neceflary to refer the figns of 
thi, 
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Since, therefore, it appears to be different from others, others alfo will be 
different from it. But what then? Will it not be different from others, in 
the fame manner as others from it ? And this neither more nor lefs? How 
fhould it not? If, therefore, neither more nor lefs, it muft be different in 
a fimilar manner. Certainly. Will not that through which the one becomes 
different from others, and others in a fimilar manner from it, be alfo that 
through which both the one becomes the fame with others, and others with the 
one? How do you fay? Thus: Do not you call every name the name of fome- 
thing? Ido: but what then? Do you pronounce the fame name often or 
once? I pronounce it once. When, therefore, you enunciate that name once, 
do you denominate that thing to which the name belongs: butif often, not the 
fame? Or, whether you pronounce the fame name once or often, do you 
not neceffarily always fignify the fame thing? But what then? Does not 
a different name belong to fome certain thing? Entirely fo. When, there- 
fore, you pronounce this, whether once or often, you do not affign this 
name to any other, nor do you denominate any other thing than that to 
which this name belongs. It is neceffary it fhould be fo. But when we 
fay that other things are different from the one, and that zhe one is different 
from others, twice pronouncing the name different, we yet fignify nothing 
more than the nature of that thing of which this isthe name. Entirely fo. 


this order to the demiurgic feries, and thence to impart to them a generation proceeding accord- 
ing to order and meafure. 

As this order of Gods, therefore, according to the Grecian theologifts, affimilates fenfibles to 
intelle€tuals, and produces all things pofterior to itfelf according to an imitation of caufes, it is 
the primary caufe of fimilitude to things fubordinate to itfelf. Hence it is alfo the caufe of 
diffimilitude coordinate with Gmilitude: for all things which participate of the fimilar neceffurily 
alfo participate of the diffimilar. 

Similitude alfo in this order has a fubfiftence analogous to paternal caufes, and to thofe which 
convert things to their principles ; but diffimilitude is analogous to prolific caufes, and which 
prefide over multitude and divifion. Hence /rmilitude is collective, but difimilitude feparative of 
things which proceed. 

But that the idioms of thefe Gods proceed from the demiurgic monad, and the figns which 
there prefubfift, Parmenides fufficiently demonftrates: for demiurgic famenefs and difference 
are the caufes, as he fays, of the fimilitude and diffimilitude of this order. 

The reader will find the theology relative to this order delivered by Plato, conformably to what 
is here faid, in the Politicus and the Laws, the Gorgias and the Cratylus. 

VOL. III. 2A If 
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If therefore the one be different from others, and others from fhe one, in 
coufequence of fuffering the fame different, the one will not fuffer that which 
is different from others, but the fame with others: but is not that which 
in a certain refpect fuffers the fame fimilar? Certainly. But, in the fame 
manner, as the one becomes different from others, every thing becomes 
fimilar to every thing: for every thing is different from all things. It 
appears fo. But is tLe fimilar contrary to the diffimilar? It ise And is not 
different contrary to fame ? And this alfo But this likewife is apparent, 
that rhe one is both the fame with and different from others. It is apparent. 
But to be the fame with others is a contrary paffion to the being different 
from others. Entirely fo. But she one appears to be fimilar, fo far as dif- 
ferent. Certainly. So far therefore as it is fame, it will be diffimilar on 
account of its fuffering a paffion contrary to that which produces the fimilar: 
or was it not the fimilar which produced the different? Certainly. It will 
therefore render that which is difimilar the fame; or it would not be con- 
trary to different. So it appears. The one therefore will be both fimilar 
and diffimilar to others: and fo far as different it will be fimilar; but fo far 
as the fame diffimilar. The cafe appears to be fo. And it is likewife thus 
affected. How? So far as it fuffers Jame it does not fuffer that which is 
various; but not fuffering that which is various, it cannot be diffimilar ; 
and not being diffimilar, it will be fimilar: but fo far as it fuffers diferent 
it will be various; and being various it will be diffimilar. You fpeak the 
truth. Since, therefore, she one is both the fame with and different from 
others, according to both and according to each of thefe, it will be fimilar 
and difimilar to others. Entirely fo. Ard will not this in a fimilar manner 
be the cafe with relation to itfelf, fince it has appeared to be both different 
from and the fame with itfelf; fo that, according to both thefe, and accord- . 

ing to each, it will appear to be fimilar and diffimilar ? Necefiarily fo. 
But confider now how zbe one fubfifts with refpe@ to touching" itfelf and 
others, 


2 That order of Gods called by the Greek theologifts amorro: or liberated, fucceeds the fuper- 
mundane order, and is here indicated by Plato by the one touching itfelf and others. For all the 
divine genera after the demiurgic monad double their energies, fince their energy is naturally 
directed both to themfelves and to other things pofterior to themfelves, rejoicing in progreffions, 
being fubfervient to the providence of fecondary natures, and calling forth the fupernatural, im- 

partible, 
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others, and not touching. I confider. For the one appears in a certain 
refpect to be in the whole of itfelf. Right. But is zbe one alfo in others? 
Certainly. So far therefore as zbe one is in others it wiil touch others; but 
{o far as it is in itfelf it will be hindered from touching others, but it will 
touch itfelf becaufe it fubfifts in itfelf. So it appears. And thus, indeed, 
the one will both touch itfelf and others. It will fo. But what will you 
fay to this? Muft not every thing which is about to touch any thing be 
fituated in a place proximate to and after that which it is about to touch, 
and in which when fituated it touches? It is neceflary. The one, therefore, 
if it is about to touch itfelf, ought to be fituated immediately after itfelf, 
occupying the place proximate to that in which itis. It ought fo. Would 
not this be the cafe with the one if it was two; and would it not be in two 
places at once? But can this be the cafe while it is the one? It cannot. 
The fame neceffity therefore belongs to the one, neither to be two nor to 
touch itfelf. The fame. But neither will it touch others. Why? Becaufe 
we have faid, that when any thing is about to touch any thing which is 
feparate from it, it ought to be placed proximate to that which it is about 
to touch; but that there muit be no third in the middle of them. True. 
Two things, therefore, at the leaft are requilite, if conta¢t is about to take 


partible, and all-perfe& producing power of their father, and deducing it to fubordinate beings. 
This contaé?, therefore, with and feparation from inferior natures clearly reprefeats to us a 
liberated idiom. For touching indicates a providence allied to and coordinate with us; and sot 
jo touch, a tranfcendency exempt and feparate from others. Hence thefe epithets admirably 
accord with the berated genus of Gods, who are faid to be at the fame time conjoined with the 
celeftial divinities, and expanded above them, and to proceed to all things with unreftrained 
energy. Hence the Fates, as we have fhown in a note on the cth book of the Republic, belong 
to this order; for they are faid by Socrates to touch the celeftial circulations. In the Cratylus alfo, 
the mundane Core or Proferpine, who governs the whole of generation, is faid to towh lowing 
effence, and through this conract to have been called Pherfephatta. To which we may add, that in 
the Phedo, where we are taught what the mode is of the cathartic life of fouls, Socrates fays, 
that the foul, when it is not converfant with the body, paffis inta conta with being ; through all 
which Plato indicates that conta is the bufinefs of an infeparable providence, and coordinate in- 
{fpeCtion; and that the negation of this is the employment of a dominion feparate, unreftrained, 
and exempt from the natures that are governed. 

Thefe liberated Gods are the fame with thofe which the Chaldzans call azoni-, and which 
according to them are Serapis, Bacchus, the feries of Ofiris, and of Apollo, as we are informed by 
Pfellus in his expofition of Chaldaic dogmas. He adds, “ they are called azonic, becaufe they 
rule without reftraint over the zones, and are eftablifhed above the apparent Gods.” 

2A 2 place. 
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place. Certainly. But if a third thing fucceeds to the two terms, 
thefe will now be three, but the contacts two. Certainly. And thus 
one always being added, one contact will be added, and it will come 
to pafs that the contacts will be lefs by one than the multitude of 
the numbers: for by how much the two firft numbers furpaffed the 
contacts, fo as to be more in number than the contacts, by fo much 
will all the following number furpafs the multitude of the contatts, 
For in that which remains one will be added to the number, and one con- 
ta& to the contacts. Right. The contacts, therefore, lefs by one will 
always be as many in number as the things themfelves. True. If there- 
fore it is one alone, and not two, there can be no contact. How can 
there? Have we not faid that fuch things as are different from the one are 
neither one nor participate of it, fince they are different? We have. The 
one therefore is not number in others, as the one is not contained in them. 
How can it? The one, therefore, is neither others, nor two, nor any thing 
poffeffing the name of another number. It is not. Zhe one, therefore, is 
one alone, and will not be two. It will not, as it appears. There is no 
conta, therefore, two not fubfifting. There is not. The one therefore 
will neither touch other things, nor will other things touch ¢he one, as there 
is no contact. Certainly not. On all thefe accounts, therefore, the one will 
both touch and not touch others and itfelf. So it appears. 

Is it therefore equal? and unequal to itfelf and others? How? If the one 
were greater or leffer than others, or others greater or leffer than the one, 
would it not follow that neither the one, becaufe one, nor others, becaufe 
different from the one, would be greater or leffer than each other from their 
own eflences? But if each, befides being fuch as they are, fhould poffefs equa- 
lity, would they not be equal to each other? But if the one fhould poffefs 
magnitude, and the other parvitude, or the one magnitude but others parvitude, 
would it not follow, that, with whatever fpecies magnitude was prefent, that 
fpecies would be greater ; but that the fpecies would be leffler with which 
parvitude was prefent? Neceffarily fo. Are there not, therefore, two certain 
fpecies of this kind, magnitude and parvitude? For if they had no fubfiftence 
they could never be contrary to each other, and be prefent with beings. 


7 The equal and unequal are charaéteriftic of the mundane Gods, as we have fhown in the 
notes on the firft hypothefis, to which we refer the reader. 


How 
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How fhould they? If therefore parvitude becomes inherent in the one, it 
will either be inherent in the whole or in a part of it. It is neceffary. But 
if it fhould be inherent in the whole, will it not either be extended equally 
through the whole of the one or comprehend the one? Plainly fo. If par- 
vitude, therefore, is equally inherent in the one, will it not be equal to the 
one; but if it comprehends the one will it not be greater? How fhould it 
not? Can therefore parvitude be equal to or greater than any thing, and 
exhibit the properties of magnitude and equality, and not its own? It is 
impoffible. Parvitude, therefore, will not be inherent in the whole of she 
one, but if at all, in a part. Certainly. Nor yet again in the whole part ; 
as the fame confequences would enfue in the whole part of the one, as in the 
whole of zbe one: for it would either be equal to or greater than the part 
in which it is inherent. It is neceffary. Parvitude, therefore, will not be 
inherent in any being, fince it can neither be in a part nor in a whole; 
nor will there be any thing fmall, except fmallnefs itfelf. It does not ap- 
pear that there will. Neither will magnitude therefore be in she one: for 
there will be fome other thing great befides magnitude itfelf. I mean that 
in which magnitude is inherent ; and this, though parvitude is not, which 
ought to be furpaffed by that which is great; but which in this cafe is im- 
poffible, fince parvitude is not inherent in any being. True. But, indeed, 
magnitude itfelf will not furpafs any thing elfe but parvitude itfelf, nor will 
parvitude be leis than any other than magnitude itfelf. lt will not. Nei- 
ther therefore will other things be greater than she one; nor lefler, fince 
they neither poffefs magnitude nor parvitude: nor will thefe two poflefs any 
power with refpect to zbe one, either of furpaffing or of being furpaffed, 
but this will be the cafe only with refpeét to each other: nor, on the contrary, 
will zbe one be either greater or leffer than thefe two, or others, as it neither 
poffeffes magnitude nor parvitude. So indeed it appears. If the one there- 
fore is neither greater nor leffer than others, is it not neceffary that it fhould 
neither furpafs nor be furpafled by them? It is neceffary. Is it not alfo 
abundantly neceflary, that that which neither furpaffes nor is furpaffed fhould 
be equally affe&ted ? And muft it not, if equally affected, be equal? How 
fhouid it not? The one therefore will be thus circumitanced with refpect to 
itfelf: vig. from neither poffeffing magnitude nor parvitude in itfelf, it will 
neither furpafs nor be furpaffed by itfelf; but being equally affected it will 
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be equal to itfelf. Entirely fo. Zhe one therefore will be equal both to 
itfelf and others. So it appears. 

But if the one fhould be in itfelf, it would alfo be externally about itfelf; 
and fo, through comprehending itfelf, it would be greater than itfelf; but 
from being comprehended lefs than itfelf: and thus se one would be both 
greater and leffer than itfelf. It would fo. Is not this alfo neceflary, that 
nothing has any fubfiftence befides the one and others? How fhould it be 
otherwife? But ought not whatever has a being to be always fomewhere? 
Certainly. And does not that which fubfifts in another, fubfift as the leffer 
in the greater? For one thing cannot in any other way fubfift in another. 
It cannot. But fince there is nothing elfe except the one and others, and it 
is neceffary that thefe fhould be in fomething, is it not neceflary that they 
fhould be in one another, viz. others in ze one, and the one in others; or 
that they fhould be no where? It appears fo. Becaufe, therefore, the one 
is in others, others will be greater than the one, through comprehending it ; 
but the one will be lefs than others, becaufe comprehended : but if others are 
inherent in the one, the one on the fame account will be greater than others ; 
but others will be lefs than the one. It appears fo. The one, therefore, is 
equal to, greater and leffer, both than itfelf and others. It feems fo. But 
if it is greater, equal, and leffer, it will be of equal, more, and fewer mea- 
fures, both than itfelf and others; and if of meafures, alfo of parts. How 
fhould it not? Being, therefore, of equal, more, and fewer meafures, it 
will alfo be more and lefs in number, both with refpe& to itfelf ani others ; 
and alfo, for the fame reafon, equal to itfelf and others, How? That 
which is greater poffeffes more meafures than that which is fmaller, and 
contains as many parts as meafures; and that which is leffer in the fame 
manner, as alfo that which is equal. It is fo. Since the one, therefore, is 
both greater, lefler, and equal to itfelf, will it not alfo contain mea- 
{ures equal to, more and fewer than itfelf? And if of meafures, will not 
this alfo be true of parts? How fhould it not? If, therefore, it contains 
equal parts with itfelf, it will be equal in multitude to itfelf: but if more, 
more in multitude, and if fewer, lefs in multitude, than itfelf. It appears 
fo. But will zke one be fimilarly affected towards others? For, fince it ap- 
pears to be greater than others, is it not neceffary that it fhould be more in 
number than others? but, becaufe it is lefler, muft it not alfo be fewer in 
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number ? and becaufe equal in magnitude, muft it not alfo be equal in mul- 
titude to others? It is neceffary. And thus again, as it appears, the one will 
be equal, more, and lefs in number, both than itfelf and others. It will fo. 

Will the one, therefore, participate of time? And is it, and does it fubfift 
in becoming to be younger * and older, both than itfelf and others? And 
again, neither younger nor older than itfelf and others, though parti- 
cipating of time? How? To be in a certain refpeét is prefent with it, 
fince it zs the one. Certainly. But what elfe is zo de than a participation of 
eflence with the prefent time? In the fame manner as ¿z was is a commu- 
nication of effence with the paft, aud zz will be with the future? Tt is no 
other. It muft participate, therefore, of time, if it participates of being. 
Entirely fo. Muft it not, therefore, participate of time in progreffion? 
Certainly. It will always, therefore, fubfift i becoming to be older than it- 
felf, if it proceeds according to time. It is neceflary. Do we, therefore, 
call to mind that the older is always becoming older, becaufe it is always 
becoming younger? We do call it to mind. Does not the one, therefore, 
while it is becoming older than itfelf, fubfift in becoming older than itfelf, 
while it is becoming younger than itfelf? Neceffarily fo. It will, there- 
fore, become both younger and older than itfelf. Certainly. But is it not 
then older when it fubfifts in becoming to be according to the prefent time, 
which is between ñf was and it will be: for, through proceeding from the 
paft to the future, it will not país beyond the prefent now ? It will not. 
Will it not, therefore, ceafe becoming to be older, when it arrives at the now, 
and is no longer becoming to be, but zs now older? For while it proceeds it 
will never be comprehended by the now, For that which proceeds fubfifts in 
fuch a manner as to touch upon both the now and the future time ; departing, 
indeed, from the now, but apprehending the future, becaufe it fubfifts in the 
middle of the future and the mow. True. But if it be neceffary that what- 
ever is becoming to be fhould not pafs by the now or the prefent time, hence, 
as {oon as it arrives at the now, it will always ceafe becoming to be, and és 
then that which it was in purfuit of becoming. It appears io. The one, 
therefore, when in becoming older it arrives at the now, will ceafe becoming 


* Younger and older are characteriftic of divine fouls. See the notes on that part of the firft 
hypothefis which correfponds to this part of the fecond. 
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to be, and then #s older. Entirely fo. Is it not, therefore, older than that in 
re{peét of which it becomes older? And does it not become older than 
itfelf? Certainly. And is not the older older than the younger? It is. The 
one, therefore, is younger than itfelf, when in becoming older it arrives at 
the now. Itis neceffary. But the now is always prefent with the one, 
through the whole of its being: for it is always zow as long as it is. How 
fhould it not? The one, therefore, always is, and is becoming to be younger 
and older than itfelf. So it appears. But zs the one, or does it fubfift in 
becoming to be, in a time more extended than or equal to itfelf? In an equal 
time. But that which either zs, or fubfifts in becoming to be, in an equal 
time pofleffes the fame age. How fhould it not? But that which has the 
fame age is neither older nor younger. By no means. The one, therefore, 
fince it both fubfifts in becoming to be and is, in a time equal to itfelf, nei- 
ther zs nor is becoming to be younger nor older than itfelf. It does not ap- 
pear to me that it can. 

But how is it affeéted with refpect to others? I know not what to fay. 
But this you may fay, that things different from the one becaufe they are 
others, and not another, are more than zhe one. For that which is another 
is one; but being others they are more than one, and poffefs multitude. 
They do. But multitude participates of a greater number than ¢he one? 
How fhould it not? What then? Do we fay that things more in number 
are generated, or have been generated, before the few? We affert this of 
the few before the many. That which is the feweft, therefore, is firft: but 
is not this the one ? Certainly. The one, therefore, becomes the firft of all 
things poffeffing number: but all other things have number, if they are 
others and not another. They have indeed. But that which is firft gene- 
rated has I think a priority of fubfiftence: but others are pofterior to this. 
But fuch as have an after generation are younger than that which had a prior 
generation ; and thus others will be younger than the one, but the one will 
be older than others. It will indeed. But what fhall we fay to this? Can 
the one be generated contrary to its nature, or is this impoffible? Impoffible. 
But the one appears to confift of parts ; and if of parts, it poffeffes a begin- 
“ning, end, and middle, Certainly. Is not, therefore, the beginning gene- 
rated firft of all, both of the one and of every other thing; and after the 
beginning all the other parts, as far as tothe end? What then? And, 
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indeed, we fhould fay that all thefe are parts of a whole and of one; but 
that the one, together with the end, is generated one and a whole. We fhould 
fay fo. But the end I think muft be generated laft of all, and the one mutt 
be naturally generated together with this ; fo that te one, fince it is neceflary 
that it fhould not be generated contrary to nature, being produced together 
with the end, will be naturally generated the laft of others. The one, there- 
fore, is younger than others, but others are older than the one. So again it 
appearstome. But what, muft not the beginning, or any other part what- 
ever, of the one, or of any thing elfe, if it isa part, and not parts—mutt it 
not neceffarily be one, fince it is a part? Neccflarily. The one, therefore, 
while becoming to be, together with the firft part, will be generated, and 
together with the fecond; and it will never defert any one of the other ge- 
nerated parts, till arriving at the extremity it becomes one whole; neither 
excluded from the middle, nor from the laft, nor the firft, nor from any other 
whatever in its generation. True. The one, therefore, will poffefs the fame 
age with others, as (if it be not the one contrary to its own nature) it will be 
generated neither prior nor pofterior to others, but together with them ; and 
on this account the one will neither be older nor younger than others, nor 
‘others than zhe one: but, according to the former reafoning, the one was both 
older and younger than others, and others in a fimilar manner than it. 
Entirely fo. 

After this manner, therefore, the one fubfifts and is generated. But what 
fhall we fay refpeéting its becoming older and younger than others, and others 
than the one; and again, that it neither becomes older nor younger ? Shall 
we fay that it fubfifts in the fame manner with refpect to the term becoming 
to be as with refpe& to the term zo be? or otherwife? I am not able to 
fay. But I am able to affirm this, that however one thing may be older 
than another, yet it cannot otherwife fubfift in becoming to be older, than by 
that difference of age which it poffeffed as foon as it was born: nor, on the 
contrary, can that which is younger fubfift in becoming to de younger, other- 
wife than by the fame difference. For, equal things being added to un- 
equals, whether they are times or any thing elfe, always caufe them to 
differ by the fame interval by which they were diftant at firft. How fhould 
it be otherwife? That which is, therefore, cannot fubfift in becoming to be 
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older or younger than one being, fince it is always equally different from 
it in age: but this zs and was older, but that younger; but by no means 
fubtifts in becoming fo. True. That which zs one, therefore, will never 
fubfift in becoming to be either older or younger than other beings. Never. 
But fee whether by this means other things will become younger and older. 
After what manner? The fame as that through which she one appeared to 
be older than others, and others than ¢he one. What then? Since the one 
is older than others, it was for a longer period of time than others, Cer- 
tainly. 

But again confider, if we add an equal time to a longer and fhorter time, 
does the longer differ from the fhorter by an equal or by afmaller part? Bya 
{maller. The one, therefore, will not differ from others by fo great an age 
afterwards as before ; but, receiving an equal time with others, it will always 
differ by alefs age than before. Willitnotbe fo? Certainly. But does not 
that which differs lefs in age, with refpeĉt to any thing, than it did before, 
become younger than before, with refpect to thofe than which it was before 
older? Younger. But if it is younger, will not, on the contrary, others 
with refpect to the one be older than before? Entirely fo. That, therefore, 
which was generated younger, will fubfift in becoming to be older, with 
refpeét to that which was before generated and is older; but it never zs 
older, but always is becoming older than it; the one indeed advancing toa 
more juvenile ftate, but the other to one more aged: but that which is 
older is becoming to be younger than the younger, after the fame manner. 
For both tending to that which is contrary they fubfift in becoming contrary 
to each other; the younger becoming older than the older, and the older 
younger than the younger: but they are not able to become fo. For if they 
fhould become they would no longer fubfift in becoming, but would now że. 
But now they are becoming younger and older than each other; and the 
one indeed becomes younger than others, becaufe it appears to be older, and 
to have a prior generation: but others are older than she one, becaufe they 
have a pofterior generation; and, from the fame reafon, other things will 
be fimilarly related with refpe&t to the one, fince they appear to be more 
antient and to have a prior generation. So indeed it appears. Does it 
not follow, that fo far as the one does not become younger or older than 
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the other, becaufe they differ by an equal number from each other, that, fo 
far as this, the one will not become older or younger than others, nor others 
than the one? But that, fo far as it is neceffary that the prior fhould 
always differ from fuch as are becoming to be pofterior, and the pofterior 
from the prior; fo far it is neceflary that they fhould become older and 
younger than each other, both others than the one and the one than others ? 
Entirely fo. On all thefe accounts, therefore, she one is, and is becoming to 
be, older and younger both than itfelf and others ; and again, neither és nor 
is becoming to be older nor younger than itfelf and others. It is perfectly 
fo. But fince she one participates of time, and of becoming to be older and 
younger, is it not neceffary that it fhould participate of the paft, prefent, 
and future, fince it participates of time? It is neceflary. The one, there- 
fore, was, and is, and will be; and was generated, and is generated, and 
will be generated. What then? And there will alfo be fomething belong- 
ing to it, and which may be afferted of it, and which was, and is, and will 
be. Entirely fo. There will, therefore, be fcience, opinion, and fenfe of 
the one, fince we have now treated of all thefe things about it. You fpeak 
rightly. A name, therefore, and difcourfe may fubfift about the one, and it 
may be denominated and fpoken of: and whatever particulars of the fame 
kind take place in other things, will alfo take place about the one. The 
cafe is perfeétly fo. 

In the third place, let us confider, if zhe one fubfifts in the manner 
we have already afferted, is it not neceffary, fince it is both one and many, 
and again neither one nor many, and participating of time, that becaufe 
it is one it fhould participate of effence; but that becaufe it is not, it 
fhould not at any time participate of effence? It is neceffary. Is it, 
therefore, poffible, that when it participates and becomes fuch as it is, 
that then it fhould not participate; or that it fhould participate when it 
does not participate? It cannot be poffible. It participates, therefore, at 
one time, and does not participate at another: for thus alone can it par- 
ticipate and not participate of the fame. Right. Is not that alfo time, 
when it receives being and again lofes it? Or how can it be poffible that, 
being fuch as it is, it fhould at one time poffefs the fame thing, and at 
another time not, unlefs it both receives and lofes it? No otherwife. Do 
you not denominate the receiving of effence to become? I do. And is 
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not to lofe effence the fame as to perih? Entirely fo. The one, there- 
fore, as it feems, by receiving and lofing effence, is generated and perifhes. 
Neceflarily fo. But fince it is both one and many, and fubfifts in becom- 
ing to be and perifhing, when it becomes one does it ceafe to be many, 
and when it becomes many does it ceafe to be one? Entirely fo. But, 
in confequence of becoming one and many, mutt it not be feparated and 
colleéted? It muft. And when it becomes diffimilar and fimilar, muft it 
not be affimilated and diffimilated? Certainly. And when it becomes 
greater, leffer, and equal, muft it not be increafed, corrupted, and equal- 
ized? It muft fo. But when from being moved it ftands ftill, and when 
from ftanding ftill it is changed into being moved, it is requifite that it 
fhould not fubfift in one time. How fhould it? But that which before 
ftood {till and is afterwards moved, and was before moved and afterwards 
ftands ftill, cannot fuffer thefe affections without mutation. For how can 
it? But there is no time in which any thing can neither be moved nor 
ftand ftill, There is not. But it cannot be changed without mutation. 
It is not probable that it can. When, therefore, will it be changed? For 
neither while it ftands ftill, nor while it is moved, will it be changed: nor 
while it is in time. It will not, Is that any wonderful thing in which it 
will be when it changes? What thing? The Judden, or that which un- 
apparently ftarts forth to the view. For the fudden feems to fignify fome 
fuch thing, as that from which it paffes into each of thefe conditions. For 
while it ftands ftill it will not be changed from ftanding, nor while in 
motion will it be changed from motion: but that wonderful nature she 
fudden is fituated between motion and abiding, is in no time, and into this 
and from this that which is moved paffes into ftanding ftill, and that which 
ftands {till into motion. It appears fo. The one, therefore, if it ftands ftill 
and is moved, muft be changed into each: for thus alone will it produce 
both thefe affections. But, becoming changed, it will be changed fuddenly ; 
and when it changes will be in no time: for it will then neither ftand {til 
nor be moved. It will not. Will the oze alfo be thus affeéted with refpect 
to other mutations? And when it is changed from being into the lofs of 
being, or from non-being into becoming to be, does it not then become a 
medium between certain motions and abidings? and then neither is nor is. 
not, nor becomes nor perithes? It appears fo, And in the fame manner, 
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when it pafles from one into many and from many into one, it is neither 
one nor many, nor is it feparated nor colle€&ted. And in paffing from 
fimilar to diffimilar, and from diffimilar to fimilar, it is neither fimilar nor 
diffimilar, nor is affimilated nor diffimilated. And while it paffes from 
{mall into great, and into equal or its contrary, it will neither be fimall nor 
great, nor unequal, nor increafing, nor perifhing, nor equalized. It does 
not appear that it can. But all thefe paffions the one will fuffer, if it is. 
How fhould it not? 

But fhould we not confider what other things ought to fuffer if the one 
is? We fhould. Let us relate, therefore, sf the one is, what other things 
ought to fuffer from the one. By all means. Does it not follow that 
becaufe other things are different from the one they are not the one: for 
otherwife they would not be different from she one? Right. Nor yet are 
others entirely deprived of the one, but participate it in a certain re{pect. 
In what refpect? Becaufe things different from she one are different, from 
their having parts: for if they had not parts they would be entirely one. 
Right. But parts we have afferted belong to that whichis a whole. We 
have fo. But it is neceflary that a whole fhould be one compoted from many, . 
of which one the many are parts: for each of the parts ought not to be a 
part of many, but of a whole. How fo? If any thing fhould be a part of 
many, among which it fubfifts itfelf, it would doubtlefS be a part of itfelf 
(which is impoffible), and of each one of the others; fince it is a part of 
all. For if it is not a part of one of thefe it will be a part of the others, 
this being excepted; and fo it will not be a part of each one: and not 
being a part of each, it will be a part of no one of the many: and being a 
part of no one of the many, it is impoffible that it fhould be any thing 
belonging to all thofe, of no one of which it is either a part or any thing 
elfe. So it appears. A part, therefore, is ncither a part of many nor of all ; 
but of one certain idea and of one certain thing which we call a whole, and 
which becomes one perfe& thing from all: for a part indeed is a part of 
this. Entirely fo. If, therefore, other things have parts, they will alfo 
participate of a whole and one, Certainly, One perfect whole, therefore, 
poffeffing parts, muft neceffarily be different from the one. It is neceflary, 
But the fame reafoning is true concerning each of the parts: for it is. 
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neceflary that each of thefe fhould participate of the one. For, if each of 
thefe is a part, the very being each, in a certain refpedt, fignifies one; 
fince it is diftinguifhed from others, and has a fubfiftence by itfelf, if it is 
that which is called each. Right. But it participates of the one as it is 
evidently fomething different from zke one; for otherwife it would not 
participate, but would be she one it/e/f. But now it is impoffible that any 
thing can be she one except the one itfelf. Impoffible. But it is neceflary 
both to a whole and to a part to participate of the one: for a whole is one 
certain thing and has parts. But each part whatever, which is a part of 
the whole, is one part. It is fo. Muft not, therefore, thofe which par- 
ticipate of the one participate it, as being different from she one? How 
fhould they not? But things different from she one will in a certain refpect 
be many; for if things different from zhe one were neither one nor more 
than one, they would be nothing. They would. But fince the things 
which participate of one part and one whole are more than one, is it not 
neceffary that thefe very things which participate of zke one thould be in- 
finite in multitude? How? Thus: they are different from the one, nor are 
they participants of the one, then when they have already participated of it. 
Certainly. Are not thofe multitudes in which the one is not? Multitudes, 
certainly. What then? If we fhould be willing by cogitation to take 
away the leaft quantity from thefe, would it not be neceffary that this 
quantity which is taken away fhould be multitude, and not one, fince it 
does not participate of she one? It is neceflary. By always furveying, 
therefore, another nature of form, itfelf fubfifting by itfelf, will not any 
quantity of it which we may behold be infinite in multitude? Entirely fo. 
And fince every part becomes one, the parts will have bounds with refpe& 
to each other, and to the whole; and the whole with refpeét to the parts. 
Perfe@tly fo. It will happen, therefore, to things different from the one, as 
it appears both from the oxe and from their communicating with each 
other, that a certain fomething different will take place in them; which 
indeed affords to them a bound towards each other, while in the mean 
time the nature of thefe caufes them to become effentially conneéted with 
infinity. It appears fo. And thus things different from the one, both as 
wholes and according to parts, are infinite and participate of bound. 
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Entirely fo. Are they not, therefore, fimilar and diffimilar, both to each 
other and to themfelves? Why? Becaufe, fo far as all of them are ina 
certain refpeét infinite, according to their own nature, they all of them, in 
confequence of this, fuffer that which is the fame. How fhould they not? 
But fo far as they fuffer to be bounded and infinite, which are paffions 
contrary to each other, they fuffer thefe paffions. Certainly. But things 
contrary, as fuch, are moit diffimilar, What then? According to each of 
thefe paflions, therefore, they are fimilar to themfelves and to each other ; 
but, according to both, they are on both fides moft contrary and diffimilar. 
It appears fo. And thus others will be the fame with themfelves and with 
each other, and fimilar and difimilar. They will fo. And again, they will be 
the fame and different from each other, will both be moved and ftand ftill; 
and it will not be difficult to find all kinds of contrary paffions fuifered by 
things different from the one, while they appear to be paffive, in the man- 
ner we have related. You {peak rightly. 

Shall we not, therefore, pafs by thefe things as evident, and again con- 
fider if the one is, whether things different from fhe one will fubfift not in 
this manner, or whether in this manner alone? Entirely fo. Let us, 
therefore, affert again from the beginning, sf the one is, what things diffe- 
rent from the one ought to fuffer. Let us. Is, therefore, she one feparate 
from others, and are others feparate from the one? Why? Becaufe there 
is no other different befides thefe, viz. that which is different from the one, 
and that which is different from others ; for all that can be fpoken is afferted, 
when we fay the one and others. All, indeed. There is nothing elfe, there- 
fore, befides thefe in which zke one and others can fubfift after the fame man- 
ner. Nothing. The one and athers, therefore, are never in the fame. It 
does not appear that they are. Are they feparate, therefore? They are. 
We have likewife afferted that the truly one has not any parts. For how 
can it? Neither, therefore, will the whole of the one be in others, nor the 
parts of it, if it is feparate from others, and has no parts. How fhould it 
not be fo? Inno way, therefore, will others participate of she one, fince 
they neither participate according to acertain part of it, nor according 
to the whole. It does not appear that they can. By no means, therefore, 
are others the one, nor have they any one in themfelves, They have not. 
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Neither, then, are other things many ; for, if they were many, each of them, 
as being a part of a whole, would be one: but now things different from 
the one are neither one nor many, nor a whole, nor parts, fince they in no 
re{pect participate of the one. Right. Others, therefore, are neither two 
nor three, nor is one contained in them, becaufe they are entirely deprived 
of the one. Soitis, Others, therefore, are neither fimilars nor diffimilars, 
nor the fame with the one, nor are fimilitude and diffimilitude inherent in 
them. For, if they were fimilar and diffimilar, fo far as they contained in 
themfelves fimilitude and diffimilitude, fo far things different from the one 
would comprehend in themfelves two contrary fpecies. So it appears, But 
it is impoffible for thofe to participate of two certain things which do not 
participate of one. Impoffible. Others, therefore, are neither fimilars nor 
diffimilars, nor both, For, if they were things fimilar or diffimilar, they 
would participate of one other form; and if they were both, they would 
participate of two contrary forms: but thefe things appear to be impoffible. 
True. Others, therefore, are neither fame nor different, nor are moved nor 
ftand ftill, nor are generated nor deftroyed, nor are greater, or leffer, or 
equal, nor do they fuffer any thing elfe of this kind. For, if others could 
fuftain to fuffer any fuch affection, they would participate of one and two, 
and of even and odd; all which it appears impoffible for them to partici- 
pate, fince they are entirely deprived of the one. All this is mof true. 
Hence, then, if the one is, the one is all things and nothing ; and is fimilarly 
affected towards itfelf and towards others, Entirely fo. 

Let this then be admitted. But fhould we not after this confider what 
ought to happen if the one is not? We fhould. What then will be the 
hypothefis if the one is not? Will it differ from the hypothefis if that which 
is not one is not? It will indeed differ. Will it only difer, or is the hypo- 
thefis if that which is not one is not, entirely contrary to the hypothefis if 
the one is not? Entirely contrary. But what, if any one fhould fay, if 
magnitude is not, or parvitude is not, or any thing elfe of this kind, would 
he not evince in each of thefe that he {peaks of that which ts not as fomething 
different 2 Entirely fo. Would he not, therefore, now evince that he 
calls that which is not different from others, when he fays if the one is not; 


and fhould we underitand that which he fays? We fhould underftand. In 
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the firft place, therefore, he {peaks of fomething which may be known; and 
afterwards of fomething different from others when he fays the one, whether 
he adds to it zo be or not to be: for that which is faid not to be will be not 
the lefs known, nor that it is fomething different from others: is it not fo? 
It is neceffary it fhould. Let us, therefore, relate from the beginning, if the 
one is not, what ought to be the confequence. In the firft place, therefore, 
this as it appears ought to happen it, that either there fhould be a {cience of 
it, or that nothing of what is pronounced can be known, when any one fays 
if the one is wot. True. Muft not this alfo happen, that either other things 
muft be different from it, or that it muft be faid to be different from others ? 
Entirely fo. Diverfity, therefore, befides fcience, is prefent with it; for, 
when any one fays that she one is different from others, he will not {peak of 
the diverfity of others, but of the diverfity of the one. It appears fo. And 
befides, that which is not, or non-being, will participate of zhat, and ‘of fome 
certain thing, and of this, and of thefe, and every thing of this kind. For 
neither could the one be fpoken of, nor things different from the one, nor 
would any thing be prefent with it, nor could it be denominated any 
thing, if it neither participated of fome certain thing or things of this 
kind. Right. But zo be cannot be prefent with the one if it is not; 
though nothing hinders but it may participate of she many: but, indeed, 
it is neceflary that it fhould, if the one is that, and is not fomething 
different from zhat. If, therefore, it is neither *he one nor that, neither will 
it be; but difcourfe muft take place about fomething elfe, and it will be ne- 
ceflary to pronounce nothing concerning it. But if the one is eftablifhed as 
that and not as another, it is neceffary that it fhould participate of ‘at and 
of many other things. Entirely fo. Diffimilitude, therefore, is prefeut with 
it as to other things: for other things being different from the one will alfo 
be foreign from it. Certainly. But are not things foreign various? How 
fhould they not? And are not things various diffimilars? Diffimilars. If, 
therefore, they are diffimilars to che one, it is evident they will be diffimilars 
to that which is diffimilar. It is evident. Diffimilitude, therefore, will be prc- 
fent with ze one, according to which others will be diffimilars to it. It ap- 
pears fo. But ifa diffimilitude with refpe€t to other things belongs to it, muft 
not fimilitude to itfelf be prefent with it? How? Ifthere bea difimilitude 
of the one with refpect to the one, difcourfe would not take place about a 
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thing of this kind as of the one; nor would the hypothefis be about zbe one, 
but about fomething different from ¢he one. Entirely fo. But it ought not. 
Certainly not. There ought, therefore, to be a fimilitude of she one with 
refpect to itfelf. There ought. But neither is she one equal to others. For, 
if it were equal, it would according to equality be fimilar to them; but both 
thefe are impoflible, fince the one is not. Impoffible. But fince it is not 
equal to others, is it not neceflary that others alfo fhould not be equal to it? 
It is neceflary. But are not things which are not equal unequal? Certainly. 
And are not unequals unequal to that which is unequal? How fhould they 
not? The one, therefore, will participate of inequality, according to which 
others will be unequal to it. It will participate. But magnitude and par- 
vitude belong to inequality. They do. Do magnitude and parvitude, there- 
fore, belong to a one of this kind? It appears they do. But magnitude and 
parvitude are always feparated from each other, Entirely fo. Something, 
therefore, always fubfifts between them, Certainly. Can you affign any 
thing elfe between thefe, except equality? Nothing elfe. With whatever, 
therefore, there is magnitude and parvitude, with this equality alfo is pre- 
fent, fubdfifting as a medium between thefe. It appears fo. But to che one 
which is not, equality, magnitude, and parvitude, as it appears, belong. So 
it feems. But it ought likewife, in a certain refpect, to participate of effence, 
How fo? Ought it to poffefs the properties which we have already de- 
{cribed ? for, unlefs this is the cafe, we fhall not {peak the truth when we fay 
the one is not; but if this is true, it is evident that we have afferted things 
which have a fubfiitence: is it not fo? Itis. But fince we affert that we 
{peak truly, it is likewife neceflary to affert that we fpeak of things which 
exift, It is neceflary. The one, therefore, which is not, as it appears, ñs; 
for if it is not, while zot being ', but remits fomething of being in order 
to not being, it will immediately become being. Entirely fo. It ought, 
therefore, to have, as the bond of zot zo be, to be that which is not?, if it is 
about zot fo be: juft as being ought to have as a bond zot to be that which is 


t The original is un sør: un ov, and this is literally is nst non-being. But the meaning of this 
dificult paflage is as follows: Any remifhon of being is attended with non-being, which is the fame 
with is not; and if any thing of is be taken away, is not is immediately introduced, and fo it will 
immediately become is not non-being, that is, it is being. 

2 For between un cvai and eras ov) ewa yy oy muft fubfift as a medium. 
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not*, that it may be perfectly that which is. For thus, in a moft eminent 
degree, being will be and non-being will not be : being participating of effence, 
in order that it may be being; but of xon-effence in order that it may obtain 
to be non-Leing, if it is about perfeétly to be: but non-being participating of 
non-effence, in order that it may not be that which is not being ; but partici- 
pating of effence, in order that it may obtain to be non-beinz, if it is to be 
perfe@ly shat which is not. Mott truly fo. Since, therefore, nss-being is 
prefent with being, and being with non-beimz, is it not neceflary that the one 
alfo, fince it is not, fhould participate of being, in order that it may ot be ? 
It is neceflary. Effence, therefore, will appear with the one, if it is not. 
So it feems. And son-effence, fince it is not. How fhould it not? Can 
any thing, therefore, which is affected in a certain manner, be not fo affeéted 
when not changed from this habit? Itcannot. Every thing, therefore, 
fignifies a certain mutation, which is affeéted and again not affedted in fome 
particular manner. How fhould it not? Is mutation a motion, or what 
elfe do we call it? It is a motion. But has not the one appeared to be both 
being and non-being ? Certainly. It has appeared, therefore, to be thus and 
not thus affected. It has. The one, therefore, which is non-being appears to 
be moved, fince it poffeffes a mutation from beimg into non-being. It appears 
fo. But if it be no where among beings, as # is not in confequenee of not 
being, it cannot país elfewhere. For how can it? It will not, therefore, 
be moved by tranfition. It will not. Neither will it revolve in fame: for 
it will never touch fame, fince fame is being. But it is impoffible that zon- 
being can refide in any being. Impoffible. The one, therefore, which is not, 
cannot revolve in that in which it isnot. Itcannot. Neither will the one 
be altered from itfelf, either into being or non-being : for our difcourfe would 
no longer be concerning the one, if it was altered from itfelf, but concern- 
ing fomething different from this one. Right. But if itis neither altered, nor 
revolves in fame, nor fuffers tranfition, is there any way in which it can be 
moved? How fhould there? But that which is immovable muft neceffarily 


1 So To un ov un evar is the medium between To evar ov and To pn civas ov: for To un ewat un is the 
fame as to nva and connects with ro ewar ov; and To un ov with To un evar or. Thompfon had not 
the leaft glimpfe of this meaning, as may be feen from his verfion. 
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be at reft; and that which is at reft muft abide or ftand ftill. It is neceffary. 
The one which is not, therefore, as it appears, both abides and is moved. It 
appears fo. But if it be moved, there is a great neceffity that it fhould be 
altered ; for, fo far as any thing is moved, it is no longer affected in the fame 
manner as before, but differently. There is fo. The one, therefore, fince 
it is moved, is alfo altered. Certainly. But as again it is in no refpect 
moved, it will be in no refpect altered. It will not. So far, therefore, as 
the one which ts not is moved, it is altered; but fo far as it is not moved it is 
not altered. Certainly not. The one, therefore, which is not, is both altered 
and not altered. It appears fo. But is it not neceffary that when any thing 
is altered it fhould become different from what it was before, and fhould 
fuffer a diffolution of its former habit ; but that a nature which is not altered 
fhould neither be generated nor diffolved? It is neceffary. The one, there- 
fore, which is not, through being altered, will be generated and diffolved ; 
but at the fame time, from its not fuffering alteration, will not be fubject to 
either generation or corruption. And thus she one which is not will be gene- 

rated and diflolved, and will neither be generated nor diffolved. It will not. 
But let us again return to the beginning, and fee whether thefe things 
will appear to us in our fubfequent difcuffion as they do now, or otherwife. 
It is neceffary, indeed, fo to do. Have we not already related, sf the one 
is not, what ought to happen concerning it? Certainly. But when we fay 
it is not, do we fignify any thing elfe than the abfence of effence from that 
which we fay is not? Nothing elfe. Whether, therefore, when we fay 
that any thing zs ot, do we fay that in a certain refpeét it is not, and that 
in a certain re{pect it is? Or does the term ¢s not fimply fignify that it is 
in no refpect any where, and that it does not any how participate of effence, 
fince it zs not? It fignifies, indeed, moft fimply. Neither therefore can that 
which is not be, nor in any other refpe&t participate of eflence. It cannot. 
But is to be generated and corrupted any thing elfe than for this to receive 
effence and for that to lofe effence? It is nothing elfe. That therefore 
with which nothing of effence is prefent, can neither receive nor lofe it. 
How can it? The one, therefore, fince it in no refpeé #5, can neither pof- 
fefs, nor lofe, nor receive eflence, in any manner whatever. It is proper 
it 
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it fhould be fo. The one which is not, will neither therefore be corrupted 
nor generated, fince it in no refpect participates of effence. It does not 
appear that it will. Neither, therefore, will it be in any refpeét altered ; 
for if it fuffered this paffion it would be generated and corrupted. True. 
But if it is not altered, is it not alfo neceffary that it fhould not be moved ? 
It is neceffary. But that which in no refpect ss, we have likewite afferted, 
cannot ftand ftill; for that which ftands ought always to be in a certain 
fame? How fhould it not? And thus we muft affert that 29n-deimg neither 
at any time ftands nor is moved. For indeed it does not. But likewife 
nothing of beings is prefent with ic; for this, through participating of being, 
would participate of effence. It is evident. Neither magnitude, therefore, 
nor parvitude, nor equality, belongs to it. Certainly not. Neither will 
fimilitude or diverfity, either with refpeé to itfelf or others, be prefent with 
it. It does not appear that they will, But what, can other things be in any 
refpect prefent with it, if nothing ought to be prefent with it? They cannot. 
Neither, therefore, are fimilars nor diffimilars, nor fame nor different, dif- 
ferent from it. They are not, But what, can any thing be afferted of it, 
or be with it, or can it be any certain thing, or this, or belong to this, or 
that, or be with {fome other thing, or be formerly, or hereafter, or now— 
or can fcience, or opinion, or fenfe, or difcourfe, or a name, or any thing 
elfe belonging to beings, fubfift about that which is not? There cannot. 
The one therefore which is not, will not in any refpeat fubfift any where. 
So indeed it appears. 

But let us again declare if the one is not, what other things ought to fuffer. 
Let us. But in a certain refpe& others ought to fubfift; for, unlefs others 
have a being, we cannot difcourfe concerning them. True. But if dif- 
courfe is about others, others will be ditferent : or do you not call others and 
different the fame? Ido, But do we not fay that different is different from 
different, and other is other than another? Certainly, With refpcct to 
others, therefore, if they are about to be others, there is fomething than 
which they will be others. It is neceffary. But what will this be? For 
they will not be different from the one, fince it is not. They will not. They 
are different therefore from each other; for this alone remains to them, or 


to be different from nothing, Right, According to multitudes, therefore, 
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cach is different from each; for they cannot be different according to 
the one, fince the one is not. But each mafs of thefe, as it appears, is infi- 
nite in multitude. And though any one fhould affume that which appears 
to be the leaft, like a dream in fleep, ona fudden, inftead of that which 
feemed to be ome, many would rife to the view; and inftead of that which 
is {malleft, a quantity perfectly great with refpeét to the multitude diftri- 
buted from it. Moft right. But among thefe maffes or heaps, others will 
be mutually different from one another, if they are others and the one is not. 
Eminently fo. Will there not then be many heaps, each of which will 
appear to be one, but is not fo fince zbe one is not? There will fo. There 
will likewife appear to be a number of thefe, if each of thefe which are 
many is one. Entirely fo. But the even and odd which are among them 
will not have a true appearance, fince #e one will not have a being. They 
will not. But likewife that which is {malleft, as we have faid, will appear 
to be with them; but this minimum will feem to be many things and 
great, with refpect to each of the things which are many and fmall. How 
fhould it not? And every {mall heap will feem in the eye of opinion to be 
equal to many fmall heaps: for it will not appear to pafs from a greater 
into a leffer quantity, before it feems to arrive at fomething between; and 
this wil! be a phantafm of equality. It is likely tobe fo. Will it not 
alfo appear to be bounded with refpect to another heap, itfelf with refpe& 
to itfelf, at the fame time neither having a beginning, nor middle, nor end? 
How fo? Becaufe, when any one apprehends by the dianoétic power fome one 
of thefe prior to the beginning, another beginning will always appear, and after 
the end another end will always be left behind: but in the middle there will 
always be other things more inward than the middle; and f{maller, becaufe 
each of them cannot receive one one, fince the one is not. This is moft true. 
But every thing which any one may apprehend by the dianoétic power, muft I 
think be broken to pieces and diftributed ; for the bulk will in a certain refpeét 
be apprehended without the one. Entirely fo. But will not fuch a heap, to him 
who beholds it afar aff and witha dull eye, neceffarily appear to be one: but 
to him who with an intelle@tual eye furveys it near and acutely, will not 
each appear to be infinite in multitude, fince it is deprived of the one, becaufe 
it has no fubfiftence? It is neceffary it fhould be fo in the higheft degree. 

5 Each, 
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Each, therefore, of other things ought to appear infinite and bounded, and 
one and many, if the one is not, and other things befides the one have a fub- 
fiftence. It ought to be fo. Will they, therefore, appear to be fimilars and 
difimilars? But how? Since to him who beholds others at a diftance, in- 
volved as it were in fhadow, they all appear to be one, they will feem to 
fuffer fame and to be fimilar. Entirely fo. But to him who approaches 
nearer they will appear to be many and different, and different from and 
diffimilar to themfelves, through the phantafm of diverfity. Itis fo. The 
heaps, therefore, will neceflarily appear to be fimilar and diffimilar to them- 
felves, and to each other. Entirely fo. Will they not alfo be the fame and 
different from each other, and in contact with, and feparate from, them- 
felves, and moved with all poffible motions, and every way abiding: like- 
wife generated and corrupted, and neither of thefe, and all of this kind, 
which may te eafily enumerated, if, though the one is not, the many havea 
fubfiftence? All this is moft true. 

Once more, therefore, returning again to the beginning, let us relate what 
ought to happen to things different from the one, if the one is not. Let us 
relate. Does it not, therefore, follow that others are not the one? How 
fhould it not be fo? Nor yet are they many; for, in the many, the one alfo 
would be inherent. For, if none of thefe is one, all are nothing ; fo that nei- 
ther can there be many. True. The one, therefore, not being inherent in 
others, others are neither many nor one. They arenot. Nor will they ap- 
pear either to be one or many. Why not? Becaufe others cannot in any 
refpect have any communication with things which are not, nor can any 
thing of non-beings be prefent with others; for no part fubfifts with non- 
beings. ‘True. Neither, therefore, is there any opinion of that which is 
not, inherent in others, nor any phantafm ; nor can that which is not become 
in any refpect the fubject of opinion to others. It cannot. The one, there- 
fore, if it is not, cannot by opinion be conceived to be any certain one of 
others, nor yet many ; for it is impoffible to form an opinion of many with- 
out fhe one. Itisimpoffible. If the one, therefore, 7s mot, neither have others 
any fubfiftence ; nortan the one or the many be conceived by opinion. It 
does not appear that they can. Neither, therefore, do fimilars nor diffimilars 


fubfift. They do not. Nor fame nor different, nor things in contaét, nor 
fuch 
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fuch as are feparate from each other, nor other things, fuch as we have al- 
ready difcuffed, as appearing to fubfift; for no particular of thefe will have 
any exiftence, nor will others appear to be, zf the one is not. True. If we 
fhould, therefore, fummarily fay, that ¿f the one is not, nothing is, will not 
our affertion be right? Entirely fo. Let this then be afferted by us, and this 
alfo: that whether the one is or is not, both itfelf, as it appears, and others, 
both with refpeét to themfelves and to each other, are entirely all things, 
and at the fame time are not all, and appear to be, and at the fame time do 
not appear. It is moft true. 


THE END OF THE PARMENIDES. 
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‘THe following is the preface of Proclus * to this dialogue, as preferved in 
the Greek Scholia on Plato, publifhed by Ruhnkenius. “ Plato not only calls 
a certain mana Sophift, but alfo Love °, Pluto, and Jupiter, and fays that the 
fophiftical art is all-beautiful; whence we may conjecture that the dialogue has 
a more noble fcope than it appears to poffefs. For, according to the great 
Jamblichus, its {cope is concerning the fublunary demiurgus 3 ; fince this 
Divinity is the fabricator of images, and the purifier of fouls, always fepa- 
rating them from contrary reafons, being a tranfmuter, and a mercenary 
hunter of rich young men. While he receives fouls coming from on high 
replete with productive principles, he takes from them a reward, viz. the 
fabrication of animals, in fuch a way as is accommodated to the nature of 
mortals. This Deity gives himfelf to non-being, becaufe he fabricates ma- 
terial beings, and embraces matter,—a thing which is truly falfe. At the 
fame time, however, he looks to true being. He is alfo many-headed, hurl- 
ing forth many effences and lives, through which he furnifhes the variety of 
generation. ‘The fame power is likewife a magician, in confequence of 
alluring fouls by natural reafons, fo that they are with difficulty divulfed 
from generation. For Love, alfo, and Nature, are called by fome magicians, 


1 Ficinus, who has given a verfion of this preface, afcribes it to Proclus, and doubtlefs from 
good authority. 


a This word is wanting in Ruhnkenius, and is fupplied from the verfion of Ficinus. 
3 Viz. Pluto. 
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on account of the fympathy and antipathy in things which have a natural 
fubfiftence. Now, therefore, Plato withes to inftrué& us in an all-various 
fophift. Fora philofopher is a fophift, as imitating the celeftial and alfo the 
fublunary demiurgus: for the divifive art imitates the progreffion of things 
from the one, and the fublunary the celeftial demiurgus ; and on this account 
he is a fophift. A fophift alfo among men is fo called, becaufe he imitates 
great things: and hence Plato denominates the fophift many-headed. The 
Elean gueft is analogous to the fuperceleftial and exempt father of the arti- 
ficers of things, but his hearers to demiurgic intellections, one of thefe being 
analogous to the intellection of Jupiter, and the other to angelic intelligence, 
as-being Mercurial and geometrical. And becaufe fabrication proceeds from 
the imperfed to the perfect, on this account the Elean gueft firft converfes 
with Theodorus, and afterwards converts himfelf to Socrates in particular '.” 
Thus far Proclus. 

Plato in this dialogue prefents us with fix definitions of a fophift; but as 
definition cannot be obtained without divifion, for the latter is the principle 
of the former, hence he divides the genus of the fophift by its proper differ- 
ences, from which, in conjunétion with genus, fpecies is compofed and de- 


* I give the original of this fragment of Proclus for the fake of the learned Platonical reader, 
who may not have thefe Greek Scholia in his poffeffion: for, to a genuine Platonift, every thing 
written by Proclus muft be invaluable. ‘Or: cogiotny xarci 6 Maatwy xai tov... . (fupple Epwra) xat 
Tov Aim, xai Tov Ata, xat mayxaarny AEYEL EINA THY COPITTINNY TEXYHV’ ODEV UTTOVORUEV, OT! YAaPUpwTEPOU GHO- 
grow sxeTat ò diarcyos. Eoti yap xata Toy peyay lapCarxov oxomos yuy wept Tov bno ceanmny Onuaioupyou. ‘Outos 
yap òurio, xa xahaptns Yuxu, evayTiwy AoYwY ati XupiSar, weTAGAnTixos, Kat vewy MAOUTIWY Eupiebos Xn- 
peutns, Wuxas urodexomevos mANpEIS Aoywy avalev iscas, xai pirhov AmuCzvaY map auTwv, THY CwomrooY THD 
xaTa Aoyov Twv Syntwv. ‘Ouros EvdedeTAs Tw UN OTL, TH EVVA Snproupywv, xxi Tous arnbws PEvdos asma- 
Cousvos, rnv vany. Bagres de siç To ovTas ov. “‘Outos eT d TOAND, mOra; sVTLas xat Cwas mpobeCan- 
utvos, Ùi’ Ov XATATXEVAŽEL TYY TOINIMAY THs YEVETEnge O È’ auTos xai yous, ùs JeAywv Tas PuNas Tos puoiwois 
Aoyoss, üç İUCAMOCTACTWS EXEN ATI TNE YEVETEWS. Kas yop 0 spos yons, xash pusis UTO TiVWh UXYOS 
XEXANTAS Oia Tas cymaBeras xxi avTIMAbELAs TWH PUES. Nouv ovv tov mayrodxmoy copsarny Bovera dt- 
Sxonesv. Kas yao xxi 0 QidocoPos copertns, we prloupeevos TOV TE OUpAVI OV Onusoupyow xas TOV YevEecioupyov. 
Kat h diatpetixn since any amo Tou Èvos Twv ovTwv mpoodey, xas Ô YEVETLIUPYOS TOY cupavoy InjloUpyoY. dio xai 
gopiotns, Xai autos de ò cogiaTns avbpwmos wy dia to Ta peyara pipercbas, copiotns xareitai" obey xat Toy go- 
'O de Levos siç tumov Tov maTpos Tuy OnutoupyovTwy voeidbw ÙmEpoupanio; xat tÈnpn- 


PioTHVY WOAUREDAAOY EIPNKEV. 
vonosis, Ô MEY Eig Tnv Tou Aids, ò Òe eis Tny eyyerany, ws Epuaixos xat 


pevos’ ôi de axpoaras es Tas Snroupysxass 
Kau ersi h Onusoupyia ex Tou ATEAOUS EIS TO TEAEIOY, dia TouTo wputor ò esos Tw OQodupw ovy- 


fined. 


YEWMET PIXOS. 
yetar uta X? emorpogns Tw diiw (lege kip) Laxpates. 
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fined. Healfo fhows, conformably to what is delivered in the Parmeni'e-, 
that being is fubordinate to the one; and enumerates five genera of ‘being, viz. 
effence, fame, and different, permanency and motion. He likewife teaches us 
that true effence belongs to incorporeal, and imaginable to corporeal na- 
tures; and is indignant with thofe who deny that there are forms fuperior 
to fenfibles, and alfo with thofe who contend that all things are either alone 
permanent, or alone in motion. Befides all this, he difputes concerning 
{cience and opinion, true and falfe difcourfe, verb and noun, fo far as they 
appear to pertain to the difcuffion of being. He likewife obferves, that the 
fophift is concealed from our view, becaufe he is involved in the darknefs of 
non-entity, and that a philofopher alfo is not eafily difcerned on account of 
the fplendor of being with which he is furrounded: “ for the eyes of vul- 
gar fouls (fays he) are unable to fupport the view of that which is divine.” 
In order, however, to underftand the moft abftrufe part of this dialogue, it 
is neceflary to refer the reader to our copious Notes and Introduétion to the 
Parmenides : for he whofe mental eye has gained a glimpfe of the ineffable 
light of /ufereffential unity, will more eafily perceive the fplendors of being. 
I only add, that Plato in this dialogue has given a moft beautiful {pecimen 
of that part of his dialetic ! called divifion; a branch of the matter {cience 
in which he and the moft illuftrious of his difciples were eminently {killed, 
and by which they were enabled to difcover all the conneéting media in the 
vaft feries of being, and to afcend from that which is laft in the univerfe to 


D? 


the ineffable principle of all things. 


* For an ample account of this mafter fcience fee the Introduction to the Parmenides. 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 


THEODORUS, | An ELEAN GUEST, or STRANGER, 
SOCRATES, And THEZTETUS. 


WE are come, Socrates, according to our agreement yefterday, as good 
manners require, and have brought with us this gueft, who is an Elean by 
birth, but very different from the aflociates of Parmenides and Zeno: he 
is however a great philofopher. 

Soc. Perhaps, therefore, Theodorus, according to the affertion of Homer’, 
you are conducting a certain God, and not a ftranger. For he fays, that 
both other Gods, and efpecially the hofpitable deity, are converfant with 
men who participate of juft fhame, and that they infpeé the infolent and 
the equitable conduét of men. So that perhaps he who now follows you, 
is one of the natures fuperior to man, who attends you in order to behold 
and confute us who difpute badly, as being himfelf a certain reprehending 
God. 

Tueo. This is not the manner of this gueft, Socrates, but he is more 
modeit than thofe that are ftudious of contention. And he appears to me, 


as being a man, not to be a God, but to be divine: for fo I denominate all 
philofophers. 


1 Odyff lib. vii. ver. 485, &c. See the Apology for the Fables of Homer, vol. i. p. 163 of this 
work. It is well obferved by the Greek Scholiaft on this place, that Socrates now, confiftently 
with what he afferts in the Republic, reprobates thefe verfes of Homer, but in a milder manner, 
in confequence of becoming an affociate with the Elean guef. 
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Soc. And you do well in calling them fo, my friend. But indeed the 
genus of philofophers is not much more eafily diftinguifhed, as I may fay, 
than that of divinity. For thofe who are not fidtitioufly but truly phi- 
lofophers, appear through the ignorance of others to be of an all-various 
nature, while they wander about cities, and behold from on high the life of 
inferior natures. And to fome they appear to deferve no honour, but by 
others they are confidered as worthy of all honour. And fometimes they 
appear to be politicians, but at other times Sophifts ; and fometimes, in 
the opinion of certain perfons, they are confidered to be perfeétly infane. 
1 would gladly, therefore, inquire of this our gueft, if agreeable to him, 
what his familiars the Eleans think of thefe thiugs, and how they denomi- 
nate them. 

Tuero. What things do you mean, Socrates? 

Soc. The fophift, politician, and philofopher. 

Tugo. What, and of what kind, is the doubt about thefe, which you 
would with to have diffolved ? 

Soc. This: Whether they denominate all thefe, one or two. Or 
as there are three names, whether they alfo make a diftribution into three 
genera, and afcribe the refpective names to the refpective genera. 

Tuzo. But I think that he will not envioufly refufe to difcufs thefe 
things. Or how fhall we fay, gueft? 

Guest. In this manner, Theodorus. For I fhall not envioufly refufe, 
nor is it difficult to inform you, that they think thefe are three genera: 
but to define clearly what each of them is, is not a {mall nor an eafy work, 

Turo. You have perhaps, Socrates, fallen upon queftions fimilar to thofe 
which we were afking this our gueft before we came hither. But he then 
gave us the fame anfwers as he juft now gave you: for he faid, that he 
had fufficiently heard, and did not forget them. 

Soc, You ought, therefore, to gratify us, O gueft, with refpect to our 
firft queftion: But tell us thus much, whether you are accuftomed to dif- 
cufs by yourfelf in a long difcourfe, that which you wifh to evince, or by 
interrogations, which I once heard Parmenides employing, and at the {ame 
time delivering all-beautiful arguments, I being then a young and he a very 
elderly man. 


Guest. If any one anfwers, Socrates, without difficulty, and in a placid 
manner 
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manner, it is more eafy to difcourfe with fuch a one by interrogating; but 
if not, it is better to difcourfe by onefelf. 

Soc. You are at liberty, therefore, to choofe whichever of thefe you 
pleafe: for we fhall all of us obey you without reluétance. But I would 
advife you to choofe fome young man for this purpofe, either Theztetus 
here, or any other that you may think proper. 

Guest. I am afhamed, Socrates, that, converfing with you now for the 
firft time, I have not given word for word, but, making a long difcourfe 
either by myfelf or to another, I have aéted as if I had been framing a 
demonftration. For in reality no one fhould expe& that the prefent 
queftion can be folved with the greateft facility: for it requires a very long 
difcuffion. On the contrary, not to gratify you, and thofe that are now 
affembled, efpecially fince you have afked in fo modeft a manner, would, as 
it appears to me, be inhofpitable and ruftic ; fince, from what I have before 
faid, and from what you have now urged me to do, 1 fhall have Theztetus 
here as my affociate in the difcuffion. 

Tue. By thus acting indeed, O gueft, as Socrates fays, you will gratify 
all of us. 

Guest. It appears then, Theztetus, that nothing further muft be faid againft 
thefe things. And as it feems, after this, I muft addrefs myfelf to you. 
But if being weary through the length of the difcourfe you fhould become 
indignant, do not blame me, but theie your companions, as the caufe of this. 

Tue. I am far from thinking that this will be the cafe: but if a thing of 
this kind fhould take place, then we can call upon the namefake of Socrates 
here, who is of the fame age with me, and is my affociate in gymnattic 
exercifes, and who is not unaccuftomed to accomplifh many laborious things 
in conjunction with me. 

Guest. You fpeak well. Deliberate, therefore, about thefe things by 
yourfelf, in the courfe of the difputation : but now confider in common with 
me, beginning in the firft place (as it appears to me) from the fophitt ; 
and let us evince by our difcourfe what he is. For now both you and I 
have only the name in common refpecting this thing: but perhaps each of 
us thinks differently as to the thing denominated. But it is always requifite 
refocéting eveiy thing, rather to confent through reafons to the thing ifelf, 


than to the name alone without reafon. However, with refpect tothe tribe 
which 


THE SOPHISTA. 209 


which we now take upon us to inveftigate, it is by no means eafy to appre- 
hend what a fophift is. It appears however to all men, and is an antient 
opinion, that whoever wifhes to labour through great things well, fhould 
¢xercife himfelf in fuch as are fmall and more eafy, before he attempts fuch 
as are the greateft. Now, therefore, as we are of opinion that the genus 
of a fophift is difficult to inveftigate, I would advife, Theatetus, that we 
fhould firft of all confider the method of this inveftigation, in fomething 
more eafy: unlefs you are able to fhow a more expeditious way. 

Tue, But I am not able. 

Guest. Are you willing, therefore, that, adducing a vile thing, we fhould 
eftablifh it as a paradigm of a greater thing? 

THES. Yes. 

Guest. But what if we propofe a thing well known, and of a trifling 
nature, but which will contribute as well as any thing to the apprehenfion 
of greater things? as for inftance a fifherman. Is he not known to every 
one? and is it not likewife certain, that he does not deferve much {erious 
confideration ? 

THEA. It is fo. 

Guest. Yet I fufpe@ he will furnith us with a method, and reafoning 
procefs, not unadapted to our defign. 

Tue. In this cafe, therefore, it will be well. 

Guest. Come then, let us begin from this: and inform me, whether 
we fhould confider a fifherman, as one endued with art, or as without art, 
but poffeffing another power, 

Tuex. We muft by no means confider him as without art. 

Guest. But there are nearly two fpecies of all arts. 

Tue. How fo? 

Guest. Agriculture, and the care refpeéting every mortal body, together 
with that pertaining to every thing compofite and plaftic, which we deno- 
minate an utenfil, and in conjunétion with thefe the imitative power, all 
which may be juftly called by one name. 

THE. How fo? and by what name? 

Guest. When any one afterwards leads into exiitence that which was 
not before, then we fay that he who leads makes, and that the thing led is 
made. 
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Tuere. Right. 

Guest. But all the particulars which we juft now mentioned poffefs a 
power adapted to this, 

Tues. They do. ; 

Guest. Ina fummary way, therefore, we fhall denominate them effective. 

Tues. Be it fo. 

Guest. But after this, the whole fpecies of difcipline and knowledge, 
together with the fpecies of gain, conteft and hunting, may be called a 
certain art of acquiring, fince no one of thefe fabricates any thing, but pro- 
cures things which are and have been, partly fubje€ting them to its power 
iia and actions, and partly conceding them to thofe by whom they are 

TuHez. They may be fo called: for it is proper. 

Guest. Since all arts, therefore, confift either in acquiring or in effecting, 
in which of thefe, Theztetus, fhall we place the art of fifhing? 

Tue. Doubtiefs in the art of acquiring. 

Guest. But are there not two fpecies of the art of acquiring? the one 
being a commutation between thofe that are willing, through gifts, buying, 
and wages? But the other will be a mancipation, effected either by deeds 
or words. 

Tue. It appears this muft be the cafe, from what has been faid. 

Guest. But what? Miuft not mancipation alfo receive a twofold divifion ? 

Tues. After what manner? 

Guest. The one being apparent, and wholly agoniftic; but the other 
being occult, and wholly confifting in hunting. 

Tue, Yes. 

Guest. It is likewife abfurd, not to give hunting a twofold divifion. 

Tuer. Inform me how. 

Guest. One member of the divifion confitts of the inanimate, and the 
other of the animated kind. 

Tues. Undoubtedly: for there are both thefe. 

Guest. How, indeed, isit poffible there fhould not? And it is requitite 
that we fhould leave the hunting of inanimate things without a name, 
and that w= fhould likewife difmifs the confideration of certain parts of 
the art of {wimaming, and other trifling things of this kind; and denominate 

the 
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the other part, which is the hunting of animated natures, the hunting of 
animals. 


Tueæ. Be it fo. 

Guest. But is it not juftly faid, that there is a twofold fpecies of the 
hunting of animals? one being the hunting of the pedeftrian kind, which 
is diftinguifhed by many fpecies and names, but the other of every {wimming 
animal, and which is denominated hunting in water? 

THE. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But of the fwimming divifion, we fee that one kind cuts the air 
with wings, and that the other is aquatic, 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But all the hunting of the winged tribe is called fowling. 

THE. It is fo. 

Guest. But nearly that of all the aquatic tribe, fithing. 

Tues. Yes. 

Guest. But what? Muft we not divide this hunting into two greatett 
parts? 

Tue. What are thefe parts? 

Guest. According to which we either fith with nets, or by percuffion. 

Tue. How do you fay? And how do you divide each ? 

Guest. That every thing which on all fides enclofing reftrains any thing 
for the fake of impediment, is fitly denominated a net. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But do you call a bow-net, dictuon ', a f{nare, and a caftine-net, 
any thing elfe than nets ? 

Tue. Nothing elfe. 

Guest. We muft fay, therefore, that this hunting with nets is a part of 
fifhing, or fomething of this kind. 

Tuexz. We mutt. 

Guest. But that which is accomplifhed with hooks and darts, by per- 
cuffion, and which is different from the other kind of fithing, it will be 
proper that we fhould now call by one word, percutient-hunting, unlefs you, 
Theeztetus, have any thing better to fay. 


? The difuon was a larger and wider kind of net. 
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Tuez. Let us pay no attention to the name: for this is fufficient. 

Guest. Of percutient-hunting, therefore, one kind is I think noé@turnal, 
being effected by the light of fire; and on this account it happens to be 
called igniferous. 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Cvest. But the other kind is diurnal, and is effeCted with tridents hooked 
on the extremities of rods; the whole of this being aduncous fifhing. 

THe. It is indeed fo called. 

Guest. Of aduncous-percutient-fifhing, therefore, that kind which is 
effected by darting the tridents into the water from on high, is I think 
called by fome tridental fifhing. 

THE, So certain perfons fay. 

Guest. Only one fpecies then, as I may fay, remains. 

Tues. What is that? 

Guest. A percuffion contrary to this, effected indeed with a hook, but 
not cafually ftriking any part of the body, as in fithing with tridents, but 
piercing only the head and mouth of the fifth, and drawing it upwards with 
rods and reeds. By what name, Theetetus, fhall we fay this ought to be 
called ? 

Tue. By that of aduncous frfhing with rods: and we now appear to 
have accomplifhed that which we propofed to difcufs. 

Guest. Now, therefore, you and I have not only accorded in giving a 
name to fifhing, but we have likewife fufficiently explained the manner in 
which it is conduéted. For, of the whole art, one half we faid confifted in 
acquiring ; and the half of this in manual fubjugation ; and again the half 
of this in hunting. Likewife that the half of hunting confifted in the cap- 
ture of animals; and that the half of the capture of animals was hunting in 
water. ‘That again, of hunting in water, the downward divifion of the whole 
was fifhing ; that the half of fifhing was percutient ; that the half of percutient 
fifhing was performed with a hook: and laftly, that the half of this confifted 
in drawing that which is downwards upwards; and that, thence deriving its 
name, it is called aduncous fifhing with rods. 

Tues. This, therefore, has been in every refpect fufficiently fhown. 

Guest. Come then, let us endeavour according to this paradigm to 
difcover what a fophitt is, 
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Tuez. By all means. 

Guest. And this indeed was the firft obje& of inquiry in the example 
juft adduced, whether a fifherman is to be confidered as a rude charaéter, or 
as one endued with a certain art. 

THES. It was. 

Guest. And now, Theatetus, fhall we call a fophift a rude charater, or 
one in every refpe& fkilful ? 

Tue. We muft by no means call him a rude chara&ter. For I under- 
ftand what you fay, that he who is fo called ought not to be unfkilful, but 
endued with a certain art. 

Guest. But with what art ought we to confider him endued? 

TueEz. I afk you the fame queftion. 

Guest. By the Gods, then, are we ignorant that one of thefe men is 
allied to the other? 

Turæ. Which men? 

Guest. The fifherman and the fophift. 

Tues. In what refpe& are they allied? 

Guest. Both of them appear to me to be hunters, 

Tuez. Of what is this latter charaéter a hunter? for we have fpoken 
of the other. 

Guest. We divided the whole of hunting into the fwimming and the 
pedeftrian. 

THez. We did. 

Guest. And we difcuffed, indeed, the particulars refpecting the fwim- 
ming part of aquatic natures; but we omitted the pedeftrian divifion, and 
faid that it was multiform. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Thus far, therefore, the fophift and the fifherman equally proceed 
from the art of acquiring. 

THE. They appear fo indeed. 

Guest. Some however, abandoning the hunting of land animals, betake 
themfelves to the fea, to rivers and lakes, and hunt animals in thefe. 

THE. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But fome fubjugate animals on the earth, and in rivers, as in 


meadows abounding with riches and youthfulnefs. 
THER, 
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Tuez. How do you fay? 
Guesr. Of pedeftrian hunting there are two greateft parts. 
Tuex. Of what kind is each of thefe parts? 


Guest. One is the hunting of tame, and the other of favage animals, 

Tarz. Is there any hunting then of tame animals? 

Guest. Either man is a tame animal, (adopt what I fay as you pleafe,) 
or no animal is tame; or fome other animal is tame, but man is a favace 
animal: or you may fay that man indeed is a tame animal, but you ay 
think that there is no hunting of men, Adopt whichever of thefe divifions 
is moft agreeable to you. 


THEE. But I think, O gueft, that we are a tame animal, and I fay that 
there is a hunting of men. 


Guest. We muft fay then that there is alfo a twofold hunting of tame 
animals. 

Tuez. How fo? 

Guest. By defining predatory hunting, that which reduces into bondage, 
and tyrannic hunting, to be all of them violent hunting. 

Tuez. Well defined. 

Guest. But that which pertains to judicial cafes, popular harangues, 
and difcourfe, may fummarily be called a certain art of perfuafion. 

Tez. Right. 

Guest. But of this art of perfuafion we fay there are two kinds. 

Tue. What are they? 

Guest. One of them is private, and the other public. 

Tue. There are thefe two fpecies. 

Guest. Again, with refpeét to the hunting of private perfuafion, one kind 
is effected by wages, and another by gifts. 

TueEz. I do not underftand you. 

Guest. It feems you have never attended to the hunting of lovers, 

Tunez. In what refpe@? 

Guesr. In this, that befides other things they beftow gifts on thofe they 
have caught. 

Tuem. You fpeak moft true. 

Guesr. Let this then be a fpecies of the amatory art. 

Tue. By all means. 
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Guest. But with refpeét to that fpecies of the hunting of perfafion which 
is effe&ed by wages, that part of it which converfes a cthers throu fa 
favour, and entirely procures enchantments through pleature, that it may 
thence alone receive aliment as its reward, this 1 think we all of us call 
adulation, or a certain art adminiftering to pleafure. 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But another part of it profeffes to converfe for the fake of virtue, 
and requires money for its reward. Ought not this part, therefore, to be 
called by another name? 

THe. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Endeavour to tell me this name. 

THEE. It is evident. For we appear to me to have found a fophift; and 
I think this name is adapted to this other part of the object of our invefti- 
gation. 

Guest. According to the prefent reafoning, as it feems, Theztetus, the 
profetfion of a fophift muft be called an art, fervile, fubjugating, and vena- 
tic; hunting pedeftrian, terre{trial, and tame animals; or, in other words, 
privately bringing men into captivity for pecuniary rewards, and enfnaring 
rich and noble young men, through an opinion of erudition, 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Further ftill, let us conftder as follows :—=For the object of our 
prefent inveftigation does not participate of a certain vile art, but of one 
various in the extreme. For, from what has been before faid, we may con- 
je&ture that it does not belong to that kind of art which we jut now men- 
tioned, but to another kind. 

Tues. What is that kind? 

Guest. There were in a certain refpe& two fpecies of the art of acquiring, 
the one confifting in hunting, and the other flowing from contraéts. 

Tue. There were. 

Guest. We fay, therefore, that there are two fpecies of contraéts, the 
one confifting in beftowing, and the other in buying and felling. 

THE. There are fo. 

Guest. And again, we fay that the fpecies of contra€ts which confitts in 
buying and felling, muft receive a twofold divifion, 


Tues. How? 
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Guest. He who expofes his own works to fale may be called a feller of 
his own property ; but he who fells the works of others, an excnanger. 

Tuez. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But what? Is not that exchange which takes place in the fame 
city, and which is nearly the half of the whole of exchange, denominated 
cauponary ? 

THEE. Yes. 

Guest. And is not the other half that which takes place by buying and 
felling in different cities, and which we call emporic? 

THE. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. And do we not perceive, that of emporic exchange, one part per- 
tains to the nutriment of the body, and the other to the difcipline of the 
foul, exchanging erudition for money ? 

THe. How do you fay? 

Guest. That part which pertains to the foul we are, perhaps, unac- 
quainted with: for the other part we underftand. 

THER. We do. 

Guest. But we fay that he who buys mufic in one city by learning, and 
fells it in another by teaching, and who aéts in a fimilar manner with refpeéct 
to painting, enchantment, and many other things pertaining to the foul, as 
well ferious as jocofe,—we fay that {uch a one traffics no lefs than he who 
fells meats and drinks, 

Turz. You {peak mof true. 

Guest. Will you not, therefore, fimilarly denominate him who wanders 
about different cities in orżer to exchange difciplines for money ? 

Tues. Very much fo. 

Guest. But of this merchandize pertaining to the foul, may not one part 
be muft juftly called demonftrative ; and may not the other part, though ridi- 
culous, yet, fince it is no lefs the felling of difciplines than the former, be 
called by a name which is the brother to that of felling? 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But in this traffic of difciplines, he who fells the difciplines of 
other arts muft be cailed by a name different from him who fells the difci- 
plines of virtue. 


Tues. Undoubtedly, 
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Guest. For he who fells the difciplines of other arts may be aptly called 
a feller of arts; but confider by what name he fhoulu be called who fells the 
difciplines of virtue. 

THE. By what other name can he be called without error, except that 
which is the object of our inveftigation at prefent, a fophift ? 

Guest. By no other, We may, therefore, now collect as follows: that, 
by a fecond inveftigation, a fophift has appeared to us to be an exchanger, a 
buyer and feller, a merchant refpecting difcourfes, and one who fells the 
difciplines of virtue. 

THER. Very much fo. 

Guest. In the third place, I think that you in like manner will call him 
a fophift, who being fettled in a city, partly buys and partly himfelf fabris 
cates difciplines, which he fells in order to procure the neceflaries of life. 

THER. Why, indeed, fhould I not? 

Guest. You will, therefore, call him a fophift who is converfant in ac- 
quiring, who traffics, and fells either his own inventions, or thofe of others, 
about the difciplines of virtue. 

THE. Neceflarily fo, For it is requifite to affent to reafon. 

Guest. Let us ftill further confider, whether the genus which we are at 
prefent inveftigating is fimilar to a certain thing of this kind, 

THE. Of what kind? 

Guest. Of the art of acquiring, a certain part appeared to us to be 
agoniftic. 

THE. It did. 

Guest. It will not, therefore, be improper to give it a twofold divifion. » 

THE. Inform me how vou divide it. 

Guest. One part is defenfive, and the other offenfive. 

THER, It is fo. 7 

Gugst. Of the offenfive part, therefore, that which takes place when 
bodies fight againft bodies may be fitly called violence. 

TuHez. It may. 

Guest. But what elfe, Theztetus, can that which takes place when argu- 
ments oppofe arguments be called, except contention ? 

Tuez. Nothing elfe. 

Guest. But as to contentions, there muft be a twofold divifion. 
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Tuez. In what refpe& ? 

Guest. For, fo far as contention takes place through employing prolix 
arguments again{t prolix arguments in public concerning things juft and un- 
jut, it is judicial. 

THES. It is, 

Guest. But when it takes place in private, by a diftribution into minute 
parts, through queftion and anfwer, are we accuftomed to call it any thing 
elfe than contradiction ? 

Turæ. Nothing elfe. 

Guest. But of contradiction, that part which is employed about contra&s, 
and which fubfifts cafually, and without art, is to be placed as a feparate fpe- 
cies, fince reafon diftinguifhes it from other kinds of contradiétion ; but it 
has neither been affigned a name by any of the antients, nor does it deferve 
to be denominated by us at prefent. 

THER. True. 

Guest. For it is divided into parts extremely fmall and all-various, But 
that which proceeds according to art, and difputes about things juft and un- 
jut, and univerfally about other particulars, we are accuftomed to call con- 
tentious. 

Tuex. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But of the contentious divifion, one part diffipates poffeffions, and 
the cther accumulates wealth. 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. We fhould, therefore, endeavour to difcover by what name each 
ef thefe ought to be called. 

Tue. It is proper to do fo. 

Guest, It appears then to me, that he who, through delighting in the 
ftudy of contention, negleéts his affairs, and is always hunting after trifling 
queftions, cannot be called any thing elfe than a man of words. 

Tuez. He may, indeed, be called fo. 

Guest. But do you now, in your turn, endeavour to inform me how he is 
to be denominated who endeavours to acquire wealth from private contention. 

Tex. Can any one with reétitude call him any thing elfe than that won- 
derful charaQer the fophift, which we inveftigate, and who now again for 


the fourth time prefents himfelf to our view ? 
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Guest. As reafon, therefore, again fhows us, a fophift is nothing elfe 
than that pecuniary genus which ts converfant with the art of contention, 
with contradiction, controverfy, hoftile oppofition, and with the agoniftic art, 


and that of acquiring. 


Tuez. He is altogether fo. 
Guest. Do you not perceive, therefore, that it is truly faid, this wild beaft 


is a various animal, and that, according to the proverb, he is not to be caught 
with the other hand? 

Tue. It will, therefore, be proper to ufe both hands, 

Guest. It will be proper, and we muft do fo to the utmoft of our power. 
But inform me, whether we have any fervile names? 

Tuez, We have many. But refpecéting which of the many do you afk 
me ? 

Guest. Such as when we fay to wath, to diftribute, to boil, and to feparate. 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. And befides thefe, to card wool, to draw down, to comb, and ten 
thoufand other fuch-like words which we meet with in the arts. Or do we 


not? 
Tuexz. Which among thefe do you with to ferve throughout, as an in- 


{tance of what you mean to evince ? 
Guest. All the names that have been mentioned are in a certain refpeéct 


` 


divifive. 

Tuez. They are. 

Guest. According to my reafoning, therefore, fince there is one art in all 
thefe, we fhould call them by one name. 

Tuez. By what name? 

Guest. Segregative. 

Tues. Be it fo. 

Guest. Confider, again, whether we are able to perceive two fpecies of 
this ? 

Tue. You feem to urge me to a rapid confideration. 

Guest. And, indeed, in all thefe fegregations, the worfe was feparated 
from the better, and the fimilar from the fimilar. 

Tue, It appears that it was nearly fo faid. 
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Guest. Of the latter of thefe fegregations, therefore, I cannot tell the 
name; but I can of that which leaves the better and rejects the worfe. 

THE. Inform me what it is. 

Guest. The whole of this feparation (as I conje€ture) is called by all men 
a certain purification. 

THE. It is fo called. 

Guest. Does not, therefore, every one fee that the cathartic fpecies is 
twofold ¢ 

Tez. Yes. If any one, perhaps, thinks about it at leifure; for I do 
not fee it at prefent. 

Guest. And, indeed, it is proper to comprehend in one name the many 
-{pecies of purgations pertaining to the body. 

Tueaz. What kind of purgations do you mean ? and by what name ought 
they to be called ? 

Guest. The inward purgations of the bodies of animals, by gymnattic 
and medicine, which purify by rightly feparating; and thofe which operate 
externally, and which it is vile to mention, viz. fuch as baths afford; and 
likewife the purgations of inanimate bodies, by means of the fuller’s art, and 
the whole art of adorning the body, which occafions attention to things of a 
trifling nature,—all thefe appear to be allotted many and ridiculous names. 

Tuez. Very much fo. 

Guest. Entirely fo, indeed, Theztetus. But the order of reafoning cares 
neither more nor lefs, whether wiping with a fponge purifies in a fmall de- 
gree, but the drinking a medicine is more advantageous to us, by the purifi- 
cation it affords. For, that it may underftand all arts, by endeavouring to 
apprehend what is allied, and what not, it equally honours the feveral arts, 
and is of opinion that fome are not more ridiculous than others according 
to fimilitude. It likewife confiders hunting, effected through military difci- 
pline, as in no refpect more venerable than fearching after vermin, but for 
the moft part more futile. And now, indeed, which was what you afked, 
we have comprehended in one name all the powers which are allotted the 
purification either of an animated or inanimate body ; but it is of no confe- 
quence to the prefent difputation what name may appear to be more becom- 
ing, if it be only placed feparate from the purgations of the foul, and include 


5 in 


THE SOPHISTA. 221 


in itfelf all fuch things as purify the body, For the order of reafoning now 
endeavours to feparate the purification of the dianoétic part from other pur- 
gations, if we underftand what it wifhes to accomplith. 

Tuez. But I do underftand, and I grant that there are two fpecies of 
purification ; one fpecies refpeéting the foul, and the other, which is feparate 
from this, refpecting the body. 

Guest. You {peak in the moft beautiful manner. Attend to me, there- 
fore, in what follows, and endeavour to give a twofold divifion to what has 
been faid. 

Tues. Wherever you may lead, I will endeavour to diitribute in con- 
jundtion with you. 

Guest. Do we not fay, then, that depravity in the foul is fomething dif- 
ferent from virtue ? 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. And we likewife faid, that purification confits in reje@ing what 
is depraved, and preferving what remains. 

Tues. We did fay fo. 

Guest. So far, therefore, as we fhall difcover an ablation of depravity in 
the foul, we ought to call it purgation. 

Tues. And very much fo. 

Guest. Two fpecies of depravity in the foul muft be eftablifhed. 

Tues. What are they? 

Guest. The one is like difeafe in the body, but the other refembles inhe- 
rent bafenefs. 

TueEz. I do not underftand you. 

Guest. Perhaps you do not think that difeafe is the fame with fedition. 

Tues. Again, I am not able to anfwer this queftion. 

Guest. Whether do you think fedition is any thing elfe than the corrup- 
tion of natural alliance through a certain difcord ? 

Tuez. It is nothing elfe. 

Guest. And is bafenefs any thing elfe than entire deformity, arifing from 
the immoderation of things of one kind? 

TuHez. Itis nothing elfe. 

Guest. What then, do we not fee in the foul of the depraved that opi- 
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nions differ from defires, anger from pleafures, reafon from pain, and all thefe 


from each other ? 
Tue. And very much fo. 
Guest. But all thefe are neceffarily allied to each other. 


Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. We thall {peak rightly, therefore, in calling depravity the fedition 
and difeafe of the foul. 

Tuex. We fhall {peak moft rightly. 

Guest. But what, when we fee fuch things as participate of motion, and 
propofe to themfelves a certain end, wander from and mifs the mark accord- 
ing to every impulfe, do we fay that they are affected in this manner through 
fymmetry to each other, or, on the contrary, through a privation of fym- 
metry ? 

Tue. It is evident that this happens through a privation of fymmetry. 

Guest. But we know that every foul is involuntarily ignorant of any 
thing. 

Tuez. Very much fo. 

Guest. But ignorance is nothing elfe than a delirium of the foul, which, 
while it is impelled to truth, wanders in its apprehenfion of things. 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. We muft confider, therefore, a foul involved in ignorance as bafe 
and deformed. 

THE. So it appears, 

Guest. It feems, therefore, that there are thefe two genera of evils in the 
foul; one of which is called by the multitude depravity, and is moft evi- 
dently a difeafe. 

Tue, It is. 

Guest. But the other the multitude call ignorance, but they are unwilling 
to acknowledge that this is a vice in the foul. 

THEA. It muft by all means be granted, though when you juft now fpoke 
I was doubtful of it, that there are two genera of vice or depravity in the 
foul; and that we ought to confider timidity, intemperance, Injuftice, and 
every thing elfe of this kind, as a difeafe in us; but the paffion of abundant 
and all-various ignorance as bafenefs. 
GUEST. 
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Guest. In the body, therefore, are there not two certain arts about thefe 
two paffions? 

"Tur. What are thefe arts? 

Guest. About bafenefs, gymnattic ; but about difeafe, medicine. 

Tue. It appears fo. 

Guest. About infolence, therefore, injuftice, and timidity, is not chaftiz- 
ing juftice naturally the moft adapted of all arts? 

Tue. It is likely, as I may fay, according to human opinion, 

Guest. But, can any one fay that there is a more proper remedy for all 
ignorance than erudition? 

Tue. No one can. 

Guest. Muft we fay, therefore, that there is only one kind of erudition, 
or that there are more kinds than one? But take notice, that there are two 
greateft genera of it, 

Tue. ldo take notice. 

Guest. And it appears to me that we fhall very rapidly difcover this. 

Tuez. In what manner? 

Guest. By perceiving that ignorance has a certain twofold divifion. For, 
being twofold, it is evident that it neceflarily requires a twofold mode of in- 
ftru€tion, correfponding to the members of its divifion, 

Tues, What then? Is that apparent which is the ebje&t of your prefent 
inveftigation ? 

Guest. I perceive, indeed, a great and ponderous fpecies of ignorance, 
which outweighs all its other parts.. 

Trex. Of what kind is it? 

Guest. When he who is ignorant of a thing appears to himfelf to know 
it. For it appears that through this. all the deceptions in our dianoétic part 
take place. 

THE. True. 

Guest. And I think that to this fpecies of ignorance alone the name of 
rufticity fhould be given. 

Trez. Entirely fo. 

Guest. How, therefore, do you think that part of erudition fhould be 
ealled which liberates from this fpecies of ignorance ? 
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THE. I think, indeed, O gueft, that the other part is denominated de- 
miurgic erudition, but that this is called by us difcipline. 

Guest. It is nearly fo dencminated, Theztetus, by all the Greeks. But 
this alfo muft be confidered by us, whether the whole of this is indivifible, or 
polleffes a certain divifion which deferves to be named. 

THES. It is requifite to confider this, 

Guest. It appears, therefore, to me, that this may be ftill further divided. 

Tues. According to what? 

Guest. Of the erudition which is effected by difcourfe, one way appears 
to be more rough, and another part of it more fmooth, 

Tuesz. Of what kind do we call each of thefe? 

Guest. The one antient and paternal, which men formerly adopted to- 
wards their children, and many ufe at prefent, viz. as often as children do 
wrong, partly feverely reproving, and partly mildly admonifhing them. But 
the whole of this may be called with the utmoft propriety admonition. 

THE. It may fo. 

Guest. But fome are of opinion that all ignorance is involuntary, and that 
no one who thinks himfelf wife is willing to learn thofe things in which he 
confiders himfelf as {killed ; but that the admonitory fpecies of difcipline 
makes very {mall advances with great labour. 

Tuez. And they think right. 

Guest. They likewife adopt another mode in order to difclofe this opinion. 

Tues. What mode? 

Guest. By inquiring into thofe particulars about which a man thinks he 
{ays fomething to the purpofe, when at the fame time this is far from being 
the cafe. In the next place, they eafily explore the opinions of thofe that 
err, and, collecting them together by a reafoning procefs, render them the 
fame with each other: and after this they evince that thefe opinions are 
contrary to themfelves, re{peéting the fame things, with reference to the 
fame, and according to the fame. But thofe whofe opinions are thus ex- 
plored, on feeing this, are indignant with themfelves, and become milder to . 
others ; and after this manner are liberated from mighty and rigid opinions ; 
which liberation is of all others the moft pleafant to hear, and the moft frm 
to him who is the fubje& of it. For, O beloved youth, thofe that purify , 
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thefe think in the fame manner as phyficians with refpeét to bodies. For 
phyficians are of opinion, that the body cannot enjoy falubrious food till 
fome one removes the impediments it contains. In like manner, thefe men- 
tal purifiers think that the foul can derive no advantage from difciplines ac- 
commodated to its nature, till he who is confuted is afhamed of his error, and, 
the impediments of difciplines being expelled, viz. falfe opinions, he becomes 
pure, and alone thinks that he knows the things which he does know, and 
not more than he knows. 

THE. This is the beft and the moft modeft of habits. 

Guest. Hence, Theetetus, we mutt fay, that confutation * is the greateft 
and the chief of all purifications; and that he who is not confuted, even 
though he fhould be the great king himfelf, fince he would be unpurified in 
things of the greateft confequence, will be rude and bafe with refpect to 
thofe things in which it is fit he fhould be moft pure and beautiful, who 
wifhes to become truly happy. 

THE. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But by whom fhall we fay this art is employed? For I am afraid 
to fay it is ufed by the fophifts. 

Tuez. On what account? 

Guest. Left we fhould honour them more than is fit. 

Tue. But yet what has been juft now faid appears to be adapted to a 
certain character of this kind. 

Guest. So likewife a wolf refembles a dog, a moft favage a moft mild 
animal. But he who withes to be free from deception ought to guard againft 
fimilitude above all things: for it is a genus of the greateft lubricity. But, 
at the fame time, let thefe things be admitted ; for I think it is not proper 
to difpute about fmall terms, at a time when thefe ought to be carefully 


avoided. 

TueEz. It is not proper. 

Guest. Let, therefore, a fpecies of the feparating art be cathartic: and 
let a part of the cathartic fpecics be limited to the foul. But of this let a part 
be doétrinal; and of the doétrinal let difcipline be a part. But of difcipline, 


t Plato here alludes to the third energy of the dialectic method, the end of which is a purifi- 
cation from twofold ignorance. See the Introdudtion to the Parmenides. 
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that confutation which takes place about a vain opinion of wifdom fhould 
be called, as it appears from our prefent difcourfe, nothing elfe than that 
fophiftic art which is of a noble race. 

TueEz. It fhould be fo called. But I am dubious, what, out of many 
things which prefent themfelves, it is fit truly and ftrenuoufly to call a 
fophift. 

Guest. You are very properly dubious. But indeed it is proper to 
think, that even a fophift himfelf will now very much doubt, by what 
means he may efcape our arguments. For the proverb rightly fays, It is 
not eafy to avoid all things. Now, therefore, let us attack him with all our 
might. 

THE#. You fpeak well. 

Guest. But, in the firft place, let us {top as it were to take breath, and 
reafon among ourfelves, at the fame time mutually refting when we are 
weary. Let us confider, then, how many forms the fophift affumes. For 
we appear from our firft inveftigation to have difcovered, that he is a 
mercenary hunter of the youthful and rich, 

THe. We do fo. 

Guest. But from our fecond inveftigation it appears, that he is a certain 
merchant in the difciplines of the foul. 

THEA. Entirely fo. 

Guesr. And did he not, in the third place, appear to be a hackfter 
about thefe fame things? 

Tuez. He did. And did we not, in the fourth place, find him to be 
one who fells us his own inventions? 

Guest. You properly remind me. But I will endeavour to remember 
the fifth particular. For, in the next place, we found him to be one who 
itrives in the agoniftic exercife about difcourfes, and who is defined from 
the art of contention. 

THEE. We did fo. 

Guest. The fixth form is indeed ambiguous ; but at the fame time we 
muft admit it, and grant that a fophift is a purifier of fuch opinions as are 
an impediment to difciplines refpeéting the foul. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Do you therefore perceive, that, when any one appears to poffefs 

a {cientific 


THE SOPHISTA. 227 


a fcientific knowledge of many things, and is called by the name of one 
art, this is not a found phantafm? It is indeed evident, that he who is thus 
affected with refpećt to any art cannot behold that particular thing to 
which all thefe difciplines look. Hence he who poffeffes a multitude of 
difciplines fhould be called by many names, inftead of one name. 

Tur. This appears to be in the higheft degree natural. 

Guest. Left, therefore, the fame thing fhould happen to us through in- 
dolence in this inveftigation, let us repeat, in the firft place, one of the 
things which we faid refpecting the fophift: for one of thefe appears to me 
efpecially to indicate him. 

Turæ. Which of them? 

Guest. We faid that he was in a certain refpect a contraditor. 

Turæ. We did. 

Guest. And does he not alfo become a teacher of this to others? 

TuHeEz. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Let us now, therefore, confider, about what it is that fophifts 
fay they make others contradi@tors. But let our confideration from the 
beginning be as follows, With refpe& to divine things which are un- 
apparent to the many, do fophifts fufficiently impart the power of con- 
tradiction ? 

THER. This is indeed afferted of them. 

Guest. But what with refpe& to things apparent, fuch as earth and 
heaven, and the particulars pertaining to thefe ? 

Tuea. What of them? 

Guest. For, in private converfations, when any thing is aflerted in 
general refpeCting generation and effence, we fay that the fophifts are 
{killed in contradi€ting, and that they are able to render others like them- 


felves. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But what, with refpeét to laws, and all political concerns, do 
they not alfo promife to make men contentious in thefe ? 

Tue. No one, as I may fay, would difcourfe with them unlefs they 
promifed this. 


Guest. But writings containing fuch contradictions as ought to be urged 
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againft the profeflors of the feveral arts, may every where be procured by 
him who wifhes to learn the art of contradi¢tion. 

TnHEez. You appear to me to allude to the writings of Protagoras re- 
{pecting wreftling and the other arts. 

Guest. And to the writings of many others, O bleffed man. But is not 
the art of contradicting, fummarily a certain power, fufficient to bring all 
things into controverfy ? 

THEA. It appears, therefore, that nearly nothing is omitted. 

Guest. But by the Gods, O boy, do you think this is poflible? For 
perhaps you young men behold this more acutely, but we more dully. 

Tue. In what refpe&? and why do you particularly affert this? For I 
do not underftand your prefent queftion. 

Guest. 1 afked, if it were poffible for any one man to know all things. 

THEA. If it were poffible, our race, O gueft, would be bleffed. 

Guest. How, therefore, can any one deftitute of fcience be able, by con- 
tradicting, to urge any thing found againft him who is endued with fcience ? 

THe. He cannot in any refpect. 

Guest. What then is it which will be wonderful in the fophiftic power? 

Tuez. About what? 

Guest. The manner by which fophifts are able to produce an opinion in 
voung men, that they are the wifeft of all men in all things? For it is evident 
that, unlefs they contradicted rightly, or at leaft appeared to do fo to young 
men, and, when appearing to do fo, unlefs they were confidered to be more 
wife through their contentions, they would be without employment, and, as 
you faid, no one would give them money to become their difciple. 

THE. Doubtlefs no one would. 

Guest. But now men are willing to do this. 

Turz. And very much fo. 

Guest. For I think the fophifts appear to have a {cientific knowledge of 
thofe particulars about which they employ contradiction. 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Gurst. But do they employ contradiétion in all things? Shall we fay fo? 


Tues. Yes. pi 
Guzst. They appear, therefore, to their difciples to be wife in all things, 
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Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But yet they are not: for this {cems to be impoflible. 

Tue. It does. 

Guest. A fophift, therefore, appears to us to poffefs doxaftic, and not 
true fcience, about all things. 

Tues. Entirely fo. And what has been now faid, refpeéting fophifts, 
feems to be moft rightly faid. 

Guest. Let us, therefore, affume a clearer paradigm refpe@ting them. 

THE. What is that? 

Guest. This. But endeavour to attend to what I fay, and anfwer me 
in the beft manner you are able. 

Tuea. Of what kind is the paradigm ? 

Guest. Juft as if any one fhould affert that he neither fays any thing, nor 
contradiats, but that he makes and caufes all things to be known by one art. 

Tues. What is your meaning in all this? 

Gurst. You are obvioufly ignorant of the beginning of what is faid: 
for, as it feems, you do not underftand the word a//. 

TueEz. I do not. 

Guesr. I fay then that you and I are in the number of all things, and 
befides us, other animals and trees. 

Tue. How do you fay? 

Guest. If any one fhould affert that he would make you and me, and 
all other living things. 

Tuez. Of what making do you fpeak? For you do not mean a hufband- 
man, becaufe the artificer you mention is a maker of animals. 

Guest. I do fay fo. And befides this, he is the maker of the fea, the 
earth, the heavens, the Gods, and all other things. And as he rapidly makes 
each of thefe, fo he fells each for a {mall price. 

Tue. You fpeak in jeft. 

Guest. What then? May not he alfo be faid to jeft, who afferts that he 
knows all things, and profeffes himfelf able to teach another all things, for 
a {mall fum of money, and in a fhort time? H 

THE. Entirely fo, 
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THE. I have not. For you have mentioned a very ample fpecies, 
which comprehends all things in one, and is nearly moft various. 

Guest. Do we not, therefore, know that he who profeffes himfelf able to 
make all things by one art, in confequence of fabricating imitations and ho- 
monyms of things, by the art of painting, is able to deceive ftupid young 
men and boys, by fhowing them his pi€tures at a diftance, and induce them 
to believe that he is fufficient to effeét whatever he pleafes? 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But what as to difcourfes, will it not appear to us that there 
is another certain art refpeting thefe, by which feducers, as if employing 
certain incantations, are able to draw young men far away from the truth, 
by bewitching their ears with their difcourfes, and exhibiting to them images 
of every thing, inftead of realities; fo as to caufe themfelves to appear to 
{peak the truth, and to be the wifeft of all men in all things? 

Tue. Why fhould there not be another certain art of this kind? 

Guesr. Is it not, therefore, neceflary, Theztetus, that many of thofe 
who then hear thefe things, after through the courfe of time they have 
arrived at the perfection of manhood, and confider the things themfelves 
nigh at hand, and are compelled through patffions clearly to handle realities, 
will then abandon their former opinions, and be induced to confider thofe 
things as {mall, which once appeared to them to be great, thofe things 
dificult which they once confidered eafy, and thus at length entirely fubvert 
all the phantafms produced by difcourfe, through the works which take 
place in actions ? 

Tuez. It appears fo to me, as far as my age is capable of judging. For 
I am of opinion, that as yet I rank among thofe who are far diftant from 
the truth. 

Guest. All we, therefore, who are prefent will endeavour to affift you. 
And now we fhall endeavour, free from paffion, to approach as near as 
pofible to the truth. With refpeét to a fophift, then, inform me whether 
this is clear, that he ranks among enchanters, being an imitator of things? 
or muft we yet doubt whether he poffeffes in reality the fciences of thofe 
things refpeéting which he appears able to contradict? 

THE. But how can we doubt this, O gueft? For it is nearly evident from 
what has been faid that he is one of thofe who participate parts of erudition. 
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Guest, He muft be confidered, therefore, as a certain enchanter and 
mimic. 

Tue. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Come then: for we muit now no longer drop our prey; as we 
have now nearly enclofed the fophitt in a certain net of reafoning ; fo that 
he cannot hereafter efcape from this. 

Tui From what? 

Guest. That he is one of thofe who work miracles. 

THE. This alfo is my opinion refpeéting him. 

Guest. It feems, therefore, that we fhould divide with the utmoft cele- 
rity the image producing art; and that, entering into it, if the fophift evi- 
dently waits for us, we fhould apprehend him conformably to the royal 
mandate, and, delivering nim up, exhibit our prey to the king: but that, if he 
enters into the parts of the imitative art, we fhould follow him, always 
dividing the part which receives him, till we apprehend him. For neither 
will he, nor any other genus, ever be able to fly from him who can purfue 
every particular through all things according to method. 

THe. You fpeak well. And in this manner, therefore, we muft ad. 

Guest. According to the fuperior mode of divifion, I now appear to my- 
felf to fee two fpecies of the imitative art; but in which of thefe we fhould 
place the idea which is the objec of our inveftigation, it does not yet appear 
to me poffible to know. 

TuHE#. But firit ofall inform me by divifion what thefe two fpecies are. 

Guest. I fee that one indeed is the affimilative™ art. But this efpe- 
cially takes place, when any one according to the commenturations of a para- 
dig, in length, depth, and breadth, and befides this by the addtiion of con- 
venient colours, gives birth to a refemblance. 

THEeEz. What then, do not all thofe that imitate any thing endeavour to 
do this? 

Guest. Not fuch as fafhion or paint any great work. For, if they fhould 
impart the true fymmetry of things beautiful, you know that the upper parts 
would appear {maller than is fit, and the lower parts greater, in confequence 
of the former being feen by us at a diftance, and the latter nigh at hand. 


2 See the Notes to the tenth book of the Republic. 
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THe. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Do not therefore artifts, bidding farewell to truth, negle@ real 
fymmetry, and accommodate to Images fuch commenfurations as are only 
apparently beautiful ? 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Is it not, therefore, juft to call the one fpecies, fince it is a like- 
nefs, an image? 

Tue. Perfeétly fo. 

Guest. And is it not juft to call the other fpecies affimilative ? 

TuHea. Yes. 

Guest. We muft, therefore, call the other part of the imitative art, as 
we faid above, affimilative. 

THesz. We mutt fo call it. 

Guest. But what fhall we call that which appears indeed fimilar to the 
beautiful, but, when infpected by him who is endued with a power fufficient 
for the purpofe, is found not to refemble that to which it appears to be 
fimilar? Muft we not call it a phantafm, tace it appears to be but is not 
fimilar ? 

Tue. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Is not this part abundantly to be found in painting, and in the 
whole of the imitative art ? 

Tue. It is impoffible it fhould not. 

Guest. But may we not with the greateft re¢titude call that art which 
produces a phantafm, and not an image, phantaftic ? 

Tue. Very much fo. 

Guest. I have already, therefore, faid that thefe were two fpecies of the 
image-producing art, viz. the affimilative and phantaftic. 

Tue. Right. 

Guest. But neither am I able now to fee clearly, that of which I was then 
dubious, viz. in which of thefe fpecies the fophift is to be placed. For this 
is truly a wonderful man; and it is extremely difficult to difcern him; fince 
even now, in a very excellent and elegant manner, he has fled into a fpecies 
which it is almoft impofflible to inveftigate. 

Tuea. It feems fo. 


Guest. Do you then affent to this in confequence of underftanding it? 
or 
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or does a certain ufual impetus arifing from difcourfe induce you toa rapid 
coincidence of fentiment ? 

Tuez. How, and with a view to what, do you fay this? 

Guest. O bleffed man, we are truly engaged in a f{peculation perfectly 
difficult. For that this thing fhould appear and feem to be, and yet is not ; 
and that a man fhould affert certain things, and yet not fuch as are true,—all 
thefe things have always been fubjeéts of the greateft doubt in former times, 
and are fo at prefent. For it follows, that he who {peaks in this manner 
mutt either {peak falfely, or be of opinion that fuch things truly are; and 
thus fpeaking, Theztetus, it is extremely difficult for him not to contradict 
himéelf. 

Tues. Why fo? 

Guest. Becaufe fuch a mode of {peaking dares to admit that non-being 
is: for otherwife it would not be falfe, which it is. But the great Parme- 
nides, O boy, while we were yet boys, both from the firft and to the end, re- 
jected this mode of fpeaking. For, both in profe and verfe, he every where 
{peaks as follows: ‘* Non-beings can never, nor by any means, be. But do 
thou, when inquiring, reftrain thy conceptions from this path.” The truth 
of this, therefore, is teftified by him, and this affertion will the moft of all 
things become evident, if moderately difcuffed. Let us, therefore, if it is not 
difagreeable to you, confider this in the firft place. 

Tuex. You may do as you pleafe with refpect tome. But do you con- 
fider what it is beft to inveftigate, and in this path lead me. 

Guest. It will be proper fo todo. Tell me, then: Dare we to pronounce 
that which in no refpect is ? 

Tuez. How is it poffible we fhould not? 

Guest. Not for the fake of contention, therefore, nor jefting, but feri- 
oufly, every one who hears us ought to join with us in confidering the import 
of this word non-beimg. But can we think that he who is afked this queftion 
would know where to turn himfelt, or how to fhow what non-being is? 

Tuem. You afk a difficult queftion, and to me, as I may fay, entirely 
impervious. 

Guest. This, however, is evident, that non-being cannot be attributed 
to any thing which ranks among beings. 
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Tuez. For how could it? 

Guest. Since, therefore, it cannot be attributed to being, neither can any 
one rightly attribute it to any thing. 

THE. Certainly not. 

Guest. This alfo is evident to us, that this word /fomething is every 
where predicated of a certain beng. For it is impoffible to {peak of it alone, 
as if it were naked and folitary with refpect to all beings. 

THES, It 1s impoffible. 

Guest. Thus confidering, therefore, muft you not agree with me, that he 
who {peaks of fomething muft neceflarily {peak of one certain thing? 

THEE. Yes. 

Guest. For you would fay, that the word /omething is a fign of one thing, 
and that certain-things is a fign of many things, 

Tez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But it is moft neceflary, as it appears, that he who fpeaks of that 
which is not fomething muft entirely {peak of nothing. 

Tue. This is moft neceflary. 

Guest. Mutt it not therefore follow, that neither this is to be granted, 
that he who {peaks of fomething {peaks of that which is not even one thing, 
or nothing? But neither muft we fay that he fpeaks who endeavours to 
enunciate non-being. 

Tues. The doubts, therefore, in which. our difeourfe is involved fhould 
come to an end. 

Guest. You do not as yet {peak of fomething great. For, O bleffed man, 
the greateft and firft of doubts ftill remains about thefe things: for it is a 
doubt which takes place about the principle of non-being. 

THex. Tell me how, and do not be remifs. 

Guest. To that which is, fomething elfe belonging to beings may happen: 

Tue#. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But fhall we fay, that any thing belonging to beings can ever be 
prefent to that which is not? 

THE&. How can we? 

Guest. But do we not rank the whole of number among beings? 

Tue. Undoubtedly, if we rank any thing elfe among beings, 
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Guest. We fhould, therefore, neither attempt to attribute the multitude 
of number, nor ¢he one, to non-being. 

Tue. Reafon fhows that we cannot with propriety. 

Guest. How, therefore, can any one enunciate by the mouth, or altoge- 
ther comprehend by the dianoétic power, non-beings, or non-being feparate 
from number ? 

Tue, Tell me why not. 

Guest. When we fay non-beings, do we not endeavour to adjoin the 
multitude of number ? 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Gursr. And when we fay non-being, do we not endeavour to adjoin the 
one ? 

TuEz. Mott clearly fo. 

Guest. And befides this we fay, that it is neither juft nor right to endea- 
vour to adapt being to non-being. 

Trex. You fpeak moft truly. 

Guest. Do you not, therefore, perceive, that non-being can neither be 
rightly enunciated, nor fpoken, nor yet be cogitated, itfelf by itfelf, but that 
it is incomprehenfible by thought, ineffable, non-vocal, and irrational ? 

Tues. Entirely to. 

Guest. Did l, therefore, jut now fpeak falfely when I faid, that I could 
produce the greateft doubt refpecting it ? 

TuEz. What then, can we mention any doubt greater than this? 

Guest. Do you not fee, O wonderful youth, from what has been faid, 
that non-being leads him who confutes it into fuch perplexity, that in the 
very attempt to confute it he is compelled to contradiét himfelf ? 

THE. How do you fay? Speak yet clearer. 

Guest. There is no occafion to confider any thing clearer in me. For, 
when I adopted the pofition, that non-being ought to participate neither of 
the one, nor of many, both a little before, and now, I employed the term ze 
one. For I enunciated non-being. Do you perceive this? 

THez. Yes. i 

Guest. And again, a little before, I faid that non-being was non-vocal, 
ineffable, and irrational. Do you apprehend me? 

2H2 > THER, 


236 THE SOPHISTA. 


Tem. Ido. For how is it poffible I fhould not? 

Guest. When, therefore, I endeavoured to adapt being to non-being, did 
I not affert things contrary to what I had before advanced? 

Tues. It appears fo. 

Guest. And in confequence of attributing this to it, did I not {peak of it 
as one thing? 

THE. Yes. 

Guest. And befides this, while I called it irrational, ineffable, and non- 
vocal, did we not make thefe affertions as pertaining to one thing? 

Tue. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. For we have faid, that he who fpeaks of non-being in a proper 
manner, ought neither to define it as one, nor many, nor give it any appel- 
lation whatever: for it is impofhble to denominate it, without at the fame 
time calling it one thing. 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. What then will fome one fay of me? For, both formerly and 
now, he will find me vanquifhed in this contention refpecting non-being. So 
that, as I have already faid, you muft not expect me to {peak properly on 
this fubje&. But come, let us now confider this affair in you. 

THE. How do you fay? 

Guest. Endeavour in a becoming and generous manner, as being 2 young 
man, and with all your might, to affert fomething about non- being, conform- 
able to right reafon, without adding to it either effence, or tke one, or the 
multitude of number. 

THE. It certainly would be great rafhnefs in me to engage in a conteft 
in which you have been vanquifhed. 

Guest. But, if it is agreeable to you, we will difmifs you and me; and 
till we meet witn fome one who is able to accomplith this, we will! fay that 
a fophift more than any other perfon conceals himfelf in an impervious 
place. 

Tues. Very much fo, indeed. 

Guest. If, therefore, we fhould fay that he poffeffed a certain phantaftic 
art from this ufe of words, he would eafily attack us, and turn the difcourfe 
to the very contrary of what is afferted. For, while we call him a maker of 
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images, he will immediately afk us what we affert an image to be. Confi- 
der therefore, Theetetus, what anfwer we fhould give to this queftion of 
the fophift. 

Tues. It is evident we fhould fay that images are fuch things as are feen 
in water and mirrors, and befides this, fuch things as are painted and carved, 
and every thing elfe of this kind. 

Guest. It feems, Theztetus, that you have never feen a fophift. 

Ta£æ. Why fo? 

Guest. He would appear to you to wink, or to be entirely deprived of 
eyes. 

Taræ. How fo? 

Guest. He would laugh at you for anfwering him by appearances in 
mirrors, and by pictures and carvings, when you fpeak to him as being your- 
felf endued with fight; and he will pretend that he knows nothing about 
mirrors, or water, or even fight itfelf, but that he alone interrogates you 
about this one thing. 

Tues. What is that? 

Guest. That which in all the particulars you have mentioned you think 
fit to call by one name, pronouncing the word image in all of them, as being 
one thing. Speak, therefore, and give affiftance, and do not yield to the man. 

THE. But what, O gueft, can we fay an image is, except that which, 
being itfelf fomething different, approaches to a true fimilitude to another 
thing? 

Guest. When you fay an image is fomething different, do you mean that 
it is truly different, or do you affert this of fomething elfe ? 

Tuez. It is by no means truly different, but only appears to be fo, or is 
fimilar. 

Guest. Do you, therefore, call real being that which is true? 

Tue. Ido. 

Guest. But is not that which is not true contrary to the true? 

TuEez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. When, therefore, you fay that which is fimilar is at the fame 
time not true, you affert that itis not. It has however a being, - 

THER. How fo? 

Guest. You fay that it truly ss not. 
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Tura. It certainly zs not; but it is truly an image. 

Guest. That, therefore, which we called an image of being, is not truly 
being, and that which is not truly being, truly is. 

Tuez. Non-being appears to pofleis a certain connection of this kind 
with being, and that in a very wonderful manner. 

Guest. How is it poffible it fhould not appear wonderful? You now, 
therefore, perceive that the many-headed fophift, through this alternation, 
compels us unwillingly to confefs that zonz-bemg ina certain refpe& zs. 

Tue. I fee it, and very much fo. 

Guest. How, then, fhall we define this art, fo that we may be confiftent 
with ourfelves ? 

THE. What is it you are afraid of, that you {peak in this manner? 

Guest. When we faid that he was a deceiver about a phantafm, and that 
his art was a certain deception, whether fhall we fay that our foul then 
opined falfely, through his art; or what fhall we fay? 

Tueg. This very thing. For what elfe can we fay? 

Guest. But is falfe opinion that which opines things contrary to things 
which are ¢ 

THE. It is. 

Guest. You fay, therefore, that falfe opinion opines things which are not. 

Tue. It is neceflary. 

Guest. Whether does it opine that non-beings are not, or that things 
which have no fubfiftence whatever, in a certain refpeét are? 

Tues. If any one is ever deceived, and in the fmalleft degree, it is ne- 
ceffary he fhould opine that non-beings in a certain re{pedt are. 

Guest. And will he not alfo opine, that things which entirely are, in no 
refpect are? 

THEE. Yes. 

Guest. And this alfo falfely ? 

Tuez. And this too. 

Guest. And falfe fpeech, in my opinion, will think after the fame man- 
ner, afferting that beings are not, and that non-beings are. 

Tuez. For how can it otherwife become falfe ? 

Guest. Nearly, no otherwife. But the fophift will not fay fo. For by 
what poffible device can any one of a found mind admit the things which 
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lave been previoufly granted, fince they are non-vocal, ineffable, irrational, 
and incomprehenfible by the dianoétic power? Do we underftand what the 
fophift fays, Theztetus ? 

Fuez. How is it poffible we fhould not? For he fays that our former 
affertions are contrary to the prefent, fince we have falfely dared to affert 
that non-being fubfifts in opinion and difcourfe. He likewife adds, that we 
Rave often been compelled to adapt being to non-being, though we have juft 
now acknowledged, that this is in a certain refpeét the moft impoffible of all 
things. 

Guest. You rightly recolle&. But we fhould now confult what we 
ought to do refpeing the fophift. For, if we fhould attempt to inveftigate 
him, by placing him in the art of deceivers and enchanters, you fee that many 
doubts will arife. 

Tue. Many, indeed. 

Guest. We have, therefore, only difcuffed a {mall part of them, fince 
they are, as I may fay, innumerable, 

Tue. But if this is the cafe, it appears to be impoffible to apprehend a 
fophift. 

Guest. What then, fhall we thus effeminately defit from our under- 
taking ? 

Tue, I fay we ought not, if there is the leaft pofhibility of apprehending 
this man. 

Guest. You will, therefore, pardon, and, as.you juft now faid, be fatisfied, 
if we make but a {mall proficiency in fo arduous an affair. 

Trex. How is it poffible I fhould not? 

Guest. I, therefore, in a ftill greater degree requeft this of you. 

Tueæ. What? 

Guest. That you do not think I am become, as it were, a certain parricide, 

TuHEez. Why do you requeft this? 

Guest. Becaufe it will be neceffary for us to examine with our opponents 
the ditcourfe of our father Parmenides, and to compel non-being in a ccr- 
tain refpect to be, and again being, in a certain refpect not to be. 

Tues. It appears that a thing of this kind mutt be contended for in our 
difcourfe. 

Guest. For how is it poffible this fhould not appear, and, as it is faid, 
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even to a blind man? For, while thefe things are neither confuted, nor 
affented to, no one can fpeak either about falfe affertions, or about opinion, 
whether refpecting refemblances, or images, or imitations, or phantafms, or 
of the arts converfant with thefe, without being ridiculous in confequence of 
being compelled to contradi& himfelf. 

THEE. Moft true. 

Guest. Hence, we muft dare to oppofe the paternal difcourfe; or we 
muft entirely difimifs it, if a certain fluggifhnefs reftrains us from oppofing it, 

THE. But nothing will in any refpe& hinder us from oppofing it. 

Guest. I fill, therefore, requeft a third, and a trifling thing of you. 

THez,. Only fay what it is. 

Guest. I juft now faid that I was always wearied in the confutation of 
things of this kind, and that I am fo at prefent. 

THE. You did fay fo. 

Guest. I am afraid left I fhould appear to you to be infane, in confe- 
quence of what I have faid, and from immediately transferring myfelf up- 
wards and downwards. For we fhall enter on the confutation of the pater- 
nal difcourfe, for your fake, if we happen to confute it. 

THE. As you will not, therefore, by any means be confidered by me as 
acting in a diforderly manner by entering on this confutation, and demon- 
{tration, on this account engage boldly in this affair. 

Guest. Come then, whence fhall we begin this very dangerous difcourfe ? 
For it appears, O boy, to be moft neceffary for us to proceed in the following 
path. 

Tues. What is that path ? 

Guest. That we fhould firft of all confider thofe things which now appear 
to be clear, left we immediately defift from our undertaking, deterred by its 
difficulty; and that we fhould proceed in an eafy manner, by mutually affent- 
ing to each other, as if we were engaged in a fubje& which may be eafily 
difcufied. 

Tue. Speak more clearly. 

Guest. Parmenides appears to me to have {poken with eafe, and who- 
ever elfe has attempted to determine the number and quality of beings. 

THE. How fo? 

Guest. It feems to me that each of them has related a fable to us, as being 
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boys. One of them, by afferting that the things which have a fubfiftence 
are three! ; but that fome of them fometimes oppofe each other in a hoftile 
manner; and at other times becoming friends, unite in marriage, bring forth, 
and adminifter aliment to their offspring. But another of thefe fays that 
beings are only two, viz. the moift and the dry, or the hot and the cold; 
and thefe he affociates with each other. But the Eleatic feét among us, which 
derives its origin from Zenophanes, and from others ftill prior to him, by de- 
nominating all things one, difcufles its doctrines in fables. But the Iades ’, 
and certain Sicilian mufes pofterior to thefe, have thought it more fafe to 
connect thefe with each other, and to fay that being is both many and one, 
but is held together by ftrife and friendfhip 3. For that which is difcordant 
always unites with fomething elfe, as the more vehement mufes affert. But 
the more effeminate mufes always loofen she many from the one; and aflert 
that the univerfe is alternately one, and in friendfhip with itfelf, through 
Venus; and many, and hoftile to itfelf, through a certain ftrife. But with 
refpeét to all thefe affertions, whether they are true or falfe, to oppofe fuch 
illuttrious and antient men is difficult and rafh. This, however, may be 
afferted without envy. 

Tues. What? 

Guest. That they very much defpifed us who rank among the multitude. 
For each of them finifhes his own work, without being at all concerned 
whether we can follow them in what they affert. 

THE. How do you fay? 


* Of the antient philofophers that phyfiologized, fome faid that the firt beings were three in 
number, the hot and the cold as extremes, but the moif as the medium, which fometimes concili- 
ates the extremes, and fometimes not; but they did not place the dry in the sank of a principle, 
becaufe they thought it fubfifted either from a privation or a concretion of moifture. On the other 
hand, the followers of Anaxagoras afferted that there were four elements, two of which, viz heat 
and cold, ranked as agents, but the other two, drynefs and moiflure, as patients. Heraclitus and 
Empedocles afferted that there is one matter of the univerfe, but different qualities, with which 
this matter fometimes accords, and at others is diffonant. Heraclitus, however, was of opinion 
that the world, together with a certain difcordant concord, was nearly always fimilar, though not 
entirely the fame: for all things are in a continual flux. But Empedocles afferted that the fub- 
flance of the world remained the fame, but that in one age all things were diffolved into chaos 
through difcord, and in another were adorned through concord. 

2 Viz. the [onians. 3 This was the doétrine of Empedocles. 
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Guest. When any one of them afferts that the many is, or was, or is ge- 
nerated, or that this is the cafe with two or one, and that the hot is mingled 
with the cold, externally adducing for this purpofe feparations and concre- 
tions, —by the Gods, Theætetus, do you underftand what they mean by each 
of thefe affertions? Indeed, when I was younger, I was confident that I ac- 
curately underftood that of which we are now dubious, when any one {poke 
of non-being; but now you fee in what difficulties we are involved through 
doubting about it. 

Tue. I do fee. 

Guest. Perhaps, therefore, receiving in no lefs a degree the fame paffion 
in our foul refpecting being, we fay that it is eafy to underftand it when it 
is enunciated by any one, but that this cannot be afferted of non-being, 
though we are fimilarly affe@ed with refpeét to both, 

Tue. Perhaps fo, 

Guest. And this very fame thing has been faid by us reipecting the other 
particulars which we mentioned before. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. We will confider, therefore, after this refpe€ting many things, if 
it is agreeable to you; but let us now firft {peculate about that which is the 
greateft and principal thing, 

Tuez. Of.what are you fpeaking? Or do you fay that we ought in the 
firft place to inveftigate being, and confider what they affert who are thought 
to evince fomething about it ? 

Guest. You clearly apprehend me, Theetetus. For I fay that we ought 
to proceed in the fame manner as if thofe I juft now mentioned were pre- 
fent, and to interrogate them as follows: Ye who affert that the hot and the 
cold, or any two fuch things, are all things, what is it you affirm to fubfift 
in both thefe, when you fay that both are, and that each is? What are we 
to underftand by this term of yours fo de? Is it a third thing different from 
thofe two, andare we to eftablifh three things as conftituting the all, and no 
Jonger two things, according to your hypothefis? For, while you call either 
of the two demg, you cannot fay that both fimilarly are. For each would 
nearly be one thing, and not two. 

Tuez. You fpeak the truth. 

Guest. Are you, therefore, willing to call both of them being? 
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TueEz. Perhaps fo. 

Gugst. But, O friends, we fhall fay, thus alfo you will moft clearly call 
two things one. 

Tues. You fpeak with the utmoft rectitude. 

Guest. Since, therefore, we are thus involved in doubt, will you fufi- 
ciently unfold to us what you with to fignify when you pronounce being ? For 
It is evident that you have had a knowledge of thefe things for (nie time 
paft: but we, indeed, at firft thought we knew them, but now we are du- 
bious. Inftruét us, therefore, firft of all in this, that we may not think we 
learn the things afferted by you, when the very contrary to this takes place. 
By {peaking in this manner, and making this requeft, both to thefe, and to 
fuch others as affert that s4e all is more than one thing, fhall we, O boy, err? 

Tues. By no means. 

Guest. But what with refpe& to thofe who affert that che all is one, 
ought we not to inquire of them, to the utmoit of our power, what they call 
being ? 

Tue, Undoubtedly. 

Guest. To this queftion, therefore, they may anfwer: Do you fay there 
is one thing alone? We do fay fo. Or will they not fpeak in this manner? 


Tues. They will. 
Guest. What then, do you call eing any thing? 


Tues. Yes. 
Guest. Do you call it the one', employing two names refpecting the 


fame thing? Or how do you fay? 
THEE. 


1 Plato here dividing the cne and being from each other, and fhowing that the conception of the 
one is different from that of being, evinces that what is moft properly and primarily one is exempt 
from the cne being. Yor the one being does not abide purely in an unmultiplied and uniform hyparxis. 
But the one withdraws itfelf from all addition; fince by adding any thing to it you diminifh its 
fupreme and ineffable union. It is neceflary, therefore, to arrange the one prior to the cne being, 
and to fufpend the latter from the former. For, if ¢4eone in no refpect differs from the one being, 
all things will be one, and there will not be multitude in beings, nor will it be pofhble to name 
things, left there thould be two things, the thing itfelf, and the name. For all multitude being 
taken away, and all divifion, there will neither be a nane of any thing, nor any difcourfe about it, 
but the name will appear to be the fame with the thing. Nor yet will a name be the name of a 


‘thing, but a name will be the name of a name, if a thing is the fame with a name, and a name the 
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Tuez. What anfwer will they give to thefe things, O cueft? 

Guest. It is evident, Theztetus, that he who lays down this hypothefis 
will not be able with perfe& eafe to anfwer the prefent queftion, or any other 
whatever. 

Tuez. How fo? 

Guest. To acknowledge that there are two names, while eftablifhing 
nothing but one thing, is ridiculous. 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Gugst. And this alfo is ridiculous, to affent in every refpeét to him who 
afferts that there is a name toa thing of which no account can be given. 

Tez. In what manner? 

Guest. He who eftablifhes a name different from a thing, fpeaks of two 
certain things. 

Tanex. He does. 

Guest. And befides this, if he afferts that a name is the fame with a 
thing, he is either compelled to fay that it is the name of nothing; or, if he 
fays it is the name of fomething, it muft happen that a name is alone the 
name ofa name, but of nothing elte. 

Tues. It mutt fo. 

Guest. And the one muft be the one being alone of one, and this muft be 
the one being of a name. 

Tue. It is neceffary. 

Guest. But what, do they fay that which is a whole is different from 
one being, or the fame with it? 

Tue#z. Undoubtedly, they will and do fay fo. 

Guest. If, therefore, a whole is, as Parmenides ! fays, * that which is 

every 


fame with a thing ; and a thing alfo will be a thing of a thing. For all the fame things will take 
place about a thing as about a name, through the union of thing and name. If thefe things, 
therefore, are abfurd, both she one and being have a fubfiltence, and being participates of the cne. 
And hence the one is not the fame as the on: being. See the Introdudtion and Notes to the Parmenides. 

> The following extra from the Commentaries of Simplicius on Ariftotle’s Phyfics, p.31, 
contains an admirable account of the doctrine of Parmenides concerning the firft being : 

“ That Parmenides did not confider the one being, to iv ov, to be any thing among things genera- 
ted and corrupted, is evident from his afferting that the one is unbegotten and incorruptible. And, 
in fhort, he was far from thinking that it is corporeal, fince he fays it is indivifible; for thus 

he 
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every where fimilar to the bulk of a perfe&t {phere, entirely poffeffing equal 
powers from the middle ; for nothing is greater or more {table than this :"°— 


if this be the cafe, it is neceflary that being fhould have a middle and an 


extremity. 


he fpeaks: © nor is it divifible, fince the whole is fimilar.’ Hence, neither can what he fays be 


adapted to the heavens, according to the affertions of fome, as we are informed by Eudemus, who 
were led to this opinion from that verfe of Parmenides, 


Mavrobev EUxUKAOY oPaizns EVGALYELOY OYKU, 


i. e. © on all fides fimilar to the bulk of a perfeét {phere :’ for the heavens are nor indivifible, nor 
a {phere fimilar to that which Parmenides mentions, though they form a {phere the moft accu- 
rate of all fuch as are phyfical. It is alfo evident that neither does Parmenides call the one being 
plychical, becaufe he fays that it is immovable; for the pfychical effence, according to the 
Eleatics, poffefles motion. He likewife fays, that the whole of this one being is prefent at 
Once, ees vuv ety duo wav, and that it fubfilts according to the fame, and after the fame manner. 


Tautov ey tautw Te wevov, XAD’ EauTo TE METAL 


t Same in the fame abides, and by itfelf fubfifts.’ And it is evident that it poffefles the 
whole at once, and according to the fame, in eflence, power, and energy, fince it is beyond 
a pfychical hypoftafis. Neither does be fay that it is intellectual: for that which is intellectual 
fubfifls according to a feparation from the intelligible, and a converfion to it. But, according 
to him, in the one being intelleQion, intelligible, and intelle&, are the fame: for thus he writes— 


Tavtoy oe ETTI VOFLY TE, MAL CU EVEXEY EITI VONUA 


i. e. ©IntelleCtion, and that for the fake of which intelle€tual conception fubfifts, are the fame? 
He adds, ov yap avev tov eovtos, ‘ for it is not without being,’ i. e. the intelligible, in which, fays he, 
you will find intelle€tion has not a fubfiitence feparate from being. Further ftill, the intellectual is 
feparated into forms, as the intelligible pre-affumes unitedly, or, in other words, caufally compre- 
hends the feparation of forms. But where there is feparation, there difference fubfifts, and where 
this is, there non-being alfo is at the fame time apparent. Parmenidcs however entirely extermi- 
nates non-being from being : for he fays, ‘ non-heings never are, nor do they fubhft in any refpect ; 
but do thou, invettigating in this path, reftrain thy intellectual conception.’ Neither likewife, 
according to him, is the one being a thing of pofterior origin, fubfifting in cur conceptions, from 
an ablation of fenfibles; for this is neither unbegotten nor indeltrudtible. Nor is it that which 
is common in things: for this is fenfible, and belongs to things doxaftic and deceitful, about 
which he afterwards fpeaks. Befides, how could it be true to affert of this, that it is at once all 
things, or that it contracts in itfelf intellect and the intelligible? Shall we fay, therefore, that he 
calls the cne being an individual fubftance? But this indeed is more diffonant. Tor an individual 
fubftance is generated, is diftinguiftied by difference, is material and fenfible, and is different from 
accident. It is alfo divifble and in motion. It remains, therefore, that the Parmenidean ewe 
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extremity. And having thefe, it muft unavoidably have parts. Or how 
fhall we fay? 

Tuez. Juft fo. 

Guest. But, indeed, nothing hinders but that, when it is divided, it fhould 
have the paflion of the one, in all its parts, and that thus the one fhould be 
every being, anda whole. 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But is it not impoffible that that which fuffers thefe things fhould 
be the one ? 

THexz. Why? 

Guest. Becaufe, according to right reafon, that which is tru/y one fhould 
be faid to be entirely without parts. 

TuHEz. It muft indeed neceflarily be fo. 

Guest. But fuch a thing as we have juft now mentioned, in confequence 
of confifting of many parts, would not harmonize with the one. 

THE. I underftand you. 

Guest. But whether will the whole having the paffion of the one, be 
thus one, and a whole, or muft we by no means fay that the one is a whole? 

Tue. You propofe a difficult choice. 

Guest. You ipeak moft true. For, fince in a certain refpet being is 


fafive 


being muft be the intelligible, the caufe of all things: and hence it is intelle& and intelleétion, 
in which all things are unitedly and contra&tedly comprehended according to one union, in which 
alfo there is one nature of rhe one and being. Hence Zeno fays, that he who demonttrates she one 
will likewife align being, not as rejecting the one, but as fubfifting together with being. But all 
the above-mentioned conclufions accord with the one being: for it is without generation and in- 
deftructible, entire and only-begotten. For that which is prior to all feparation will not be 
fecondary to any other being. To this likewife it pertains to be all things at once, and to 
have no connection with non-being. The undivided alfo, and the immovable according to every 
form of divifion and motion, a fubfiftence perfeétly uniform, and termination, for it is the end of all 
things, accord with this one being. If befides it is that for the fake of which intelleftion fubfilts, 
it is evidently intelligible: for intelletion and intelleét are for the fake of the intelligible. And 
if intelleGtion and the intelligible are the fame in it, the tranfcendency of its union will ve ineffable.” 
After this, Simplicius, in order to give credibility to what he has faid of Parmenides, and on 
account of the books of that philofopher being very rare in his time, the fixth century, has pre- 
ferved a confiderable number of his verfes, which are well worthy the attention of the learned 
and philofophical reader. He then adds as follows: ‘ We muf not wonder if Parmenides fays 
that 
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faffive to the one, it does not appear to be the Jame with the one, and all things 
will be more than one. Is it not fo? 

Tue. Yes. 

Guest. But likewife if being is a non-whole on account of its becoming 
paffive to whole, but yet is whole itfelf, desmg in this cafe will happen to be 
indigent of itfelf. 

Tuez. Entirely fo. 

Guest. And being, according to this reafoning, fince it is deprived of 
itfelf, will be zon-being. 

Tues. It will fo. 

Guest. And thus again all things will be more than one, fince being 
and the whole are allotted their proper nature, each feparate from the other. 

Tue. True. 

Guest. And if the whole has in no refpe€t a fubfiftence, thefe fame 
things will take place with refpect to being; and befides, being not having a 
fubfiftence, neither will it at any time have been generated. 

Tuaræ. Why not? 

Guest. Whatever is generated is always generated a whole. So that he 
who does not place in the rank of beings, the one or the whole, ought 
neither to denominate effence, nor generation, as that which has a being. 


that the one being is fimilar to the bulk of a perfectly round fphere: for, on account of his poetry, 
he touches on a certain mythological fi@ion. In what, therefore, does this differ from that 
aflertion of Orpheus, It is of a white texture? And it is evident that fome of the affertions of 
Parmenides accord with other things pofterior to being. I hus, for inftance, the unbegotten and 
the indeftructible are adapted to both foul and intelleét ; and the immovable and abiding in 
famenefs to intellect. But all the affertions at once, and genuinely underftood, accord with the 
one being. For though according to a certain fignification the foul is unbegotten, and alfo 
intellect, yet they are produced by the intelligible. Likewife this onc or firft being is properly 
immovable, in which motion is not feparated according to energy. An abiding in famenefs alfo 
properly pertains to being. But foul and much-honoured intellect proceed from that which 
abides, and are converted to it. It is likewife evident that fuch things as are faid to pertain to 
being pre-fubfift in it unitedly, but are unfolded from it with feparation. And it feems indeed 
that the one being is delivered by Parmenides as the firft caufe, fince it is at once, one and all, and 
the laft boundary. But if he docs not fimply call it one, but the one being, and only-begotten, 
and a boundary but finite, perhaps he indicates that the ineffable caufe of all things is - ftablithed 
above it.” Simplicius concludes with obferving, that the objections both of Plato and Ariftotle to 
the affertions of Parmenides are philanthropic, and were made by thofe philofophers to prevent 


his dectrine from being perverted. 
THEE. 


248 THE SOPHISTA. 


THEZ. It appears that this is entirely the cafe. 

Guest. Likewife, that which is not a whole ought not to be any quan- 
tum whatever. For, being a certain quantum, fo far as it is fo, it muft 
neceffarily be a whole. 

THE. Entirely fo, 

Guest. It appears, therefore, that every one will be involved in ten 
thoufand other infoluble doubts, who fays that being is alone either two or 
one. 

THE. This is nearly evident by the things which have juft now been 
fhown. For greater and more difficult doubts will always follow each 
other in a conne&ed feries, refpecting what has been above afferted. 

Guest. But we have not yet difcuffed the affertions of thofe who accu- 
rately difcourfe about being and non-being. At the fame time, what we 
have already faid is fufficient. But let us again confider thofe who fpeak 
inaccurately about thefe, that we may perceive from all things, that it is in 
no refpeét more eafy to fay what being is, than what non-deing is. 

TuHEZ. It will be, therefore, requifite to confider thofe. 

Guest. Indeed, there appears to be among thefe a certain gigantic war 
as it were, through the doubts in which they are mutually involved re{pect- 
ing effence. 

TuHez. How fo? 

Guest. Some of thefe draw down all things from heaven and the in- 
vifible region to earth, feizing in reality, for this purpofe, rocks and oaks. 
For, in confequence of touching all fuch things as thefe, they {trenuoufly 
contend that that alone has a being which can be feen and handled *, and 
this they define to be body and effence. But if any one fays that there are 
other things which are without a body, they perfeétly defpife the affertion, 
and are unwilling to hear of any thing that is not corporeal. 

Tues. You fpeak of dire men: but 1 alfo have frequently met with 
fuch. 

Guest. On the contrary, the opponents of thefe men very religioufly 
contend fupernally from the invifible region, and compel certain intelligible 
and incorporeal fpecies to be true effence: but by their arguments they 


"Is not this the doctrine of thofe who are called experimental philofophers? If fo, the 
fable of the Giants is unfolded in thofe men. 
break 
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break into fmall pieces the bodies of the others, and that which is denomi- 
nated by them truth, at the fame time calling it flowing generation inftead 
of effence. But between thefe, Theatetus, an immenfe conteft always fubjified. 

THEA. True. 

Guest. Let us now, therefore, receive from each a particular account of 
the effence eftablithed by each. 

Tue. But how can we receive it? 

Guest. From thofe that place effence in forms we may eafily receive 
it: for they are more mild. But from thole who violently draw all things 
to body we fhall receive it more difficulty. And perhaps it will be nearly 
impoflible to do fo. It appears to me, however, that we fhould aét in the 
following manner with re{pect to them. 

THEz. How? 

Guest. It will be beft, if poffible, to make them in reality better: but if this 
is impoffible, we muft be content with making them fo in our difcourfe, and 
fuppofe them to anfwer more equitably than at prefent they would be will- 
ing to do. For that which is affented to by better men poffeffes more 
authority than that which is aflented to by worfe men, However, we pay 
no attention to thefe things, but explore the truth. 

TuEez. Moft right. 

Guest. Order them, therefore, as being made better to anfwer you, and 
to unfold the meaning of that which they aflert. 

Tues. Be it fo. 

Guest. Dothey, therefore, fay, that what they call a mortal animal is 
any thing? 

Tuex. Undoubtedly they do. 

Guest. And do they not acknowledge that this is an animated body ? 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. And, admitting this, do they alfo acknowledge that foul is fome- 
thing? 

THE. Yes. 

Guest. Do they likewife affert that one foul is juft, and another unjuft ; 
and that one is wife, and another unwife ? 

THE. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But does not every foul bedone fuch through the habit and 
VOL. IIL 2K prefence 
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prefence cf juftice, ard the contrary, through the habit and prefence of the 
contraries to thete ? 

Tarz. Thef things alfo thev will affent to. 

Gresr. But will they fay that that is altogether any thing, which is able 
to be prefent to and abfent from any thing? 

THES. Thev will, 

Gurtst. Since, therefore, juftice is fomething, and likewife prudence, and 
every other virtue, and the contraries to the virtues, together with foul in 
which thefe fubGf, whether will thev fav that each of thee is vifible and 
tangibie, or that all of them are invinble? 

Trex. They will nearlv affert that no one of thefe is vjfible. 

Gest. But what? Will thew fay that anv one of things of this kind has 
a body! 

Taex, They wiil not give the fame anfwer to the whole of this queftion: 
tut foul itfelf wil! eprear to them to poffefs a certain body ; but with refpe& 
to prudence, and the other things about which vou juft now inquired, they 
will be refirained br fhame from daring itrenuoufly to affert, that they are 
either nothing. or that all of them are bodies. 

Guest. The men, Theztetus, are clearly become better. For fuch of 
trem as are Spartans or natives would not be afhamed to affert this, but 
would contend tnat whatever cannot be grafped by the hands is altogether 
nothing. 

Tues. You nearly fpeak their conceptions. 

Guest. Let us. therefore, again afk them. For, if they are willing to 
grant that even any trifling thing is incorporeal, it is fuficient. For we afk 
them reipecting that which is connate with incorporeal, and at the fame 
time with corporeal natures, what it is they look to, when they fay that both 
of them have a being. 

Tux. Perhaps thev would not be able to give an aniwer, if they fhould 
juiter anv thing of this kind. 

Guest. Confider-whether, in confequence of cur rropofing this queftion, 
they will be willing to admit and acknowledge that being is a thing of this 
kind. 

TEEs. Of what kind! Speak, and perhaps we fhail uncerttand. 

Guest. I fav then that whatever poffelies any power, whether of doing 

9 any 


THE SOPHISTA. 251 


any thing naturally, or of fuffering though in the leat degree from the 
vileft thing, and though this takes place but once,—every thing of this kind 
truly is. For I define being to be nothing elfe than power. 

Tuez. But fince they cannot at prefent fay any thing better than this, 
they muit admit it. 

Guest. It is well faid: for perhaps afterwards both we and they may 
think differently. Let this then now remain acknowledged by them. 

Tueæ. Let it remain, ‘ 

Guest. Let us now proceed to the others, the friends of forms. And 
do you unfold to us their fentiments. 

Tues. Be it fo. 

Guest. Do you then fay that generation is one thing, and effence another, 
feparating them from each other ? 

THE. We do. 

Guest. And do you admit that by our body we communicate with gene- 
ration, through fenfe, but that by our foul we communicate with true 
effence, through the reafoning power? Do you likewife fay, that true effence 
always fubfifts fimilarly according to the fame, but that generation fubfifts 
differently at different times ? 

THEE. We do. 

Guest. But, O beft of men, what do you call the communion which 
fubfifts between thefe two? Is it that which we juft now mentioned ? 

Tueæ. What was that? 

Guest. Paffion or aétion arifing from a certain power, from the con- 
currence of things with each other. Perhaps you, Theatetus, do not know 
what anfwer they would give to this queftion ; but perhaps I do, through my 
familiarity with them. 

Tueæ. What anfwer then would they give? 

Guest. They would not grant us that which was jut now faid to the 
earth-born men refpecting effence. 

THe. What was that? 

Guest. We eftablithed this to be a fufficient definition of beings, viz. 
when a power though the fmalleft is prefent to any thing, either of acting 
or fuffering. 

ore THEA, 
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Tues. We did. 

Gusst. To this they will fay, that a power of aéting and fuffering is pre- 
fent with generation, but that no power of this kind is adapted to effence. 

Tuerm. They will, therefore, fpeak to the purpofe. 

Guest. To this, however, we muft fay, that we require to hear from them 
{till more clearly, whether they acknowledge that the foul knows, and that 
effence is known. 

Tue. They certainly fay fo. 

Guest. But what? Do you fay that to know, or to be known, is action, 
or paffion, or both? Or do you fay that ation is one thing, and paffion an- 
other? Or that neither of thefe participates in no refpect of the other? It 
is evident, indeed, that neither participates of the other. For, if they ad- 
mitted this, they would contradict what they afferted above. 

Tur. I underftand you. 

Guest. For if to know was to do fomething, it would neceffarily happen 
that what is known would fuffer, or become paffive. And thus, according 
to this reafoning, effence being known by knowledge, would, fo far as it is 
known, be moved, through becoming paffive; which we fay cannot take 
place about a thing at reft. 

Tues. Right. 

Guest. What then, by Jupiter, fhall we be eafily perfuaded that true 
motion, life, foul’, and prudence, are not prefent to that which is perfectly 
being, and that it neither lives, nor is wife, but abides immovable, not pof- 
{effing a venerable and holy intellect ? 

Tues. But it would be a dire thing, O gueft, to admit this. 

Guest. Shall we fay then that it poffeffes intelle@, but not life ? 

Tuez. And how? 

Guest. Or fhall we fay that both thefe refide in it, but that it does not 
poffefs thefe in foul ? 

Tues. But after what other manner can it poffefs thefe ? 

Guest. Shall we then fay that it poffeffes intellect, life, and foul, but that, 
though animated, it abides perfeCtly immovable ? 


3 All thefe are cau/ally contained in the firft being, becaufe it is better than all thefe. 
THER, 
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Tues. All thefe things apppear to me to be irrational. 

Guest. We muft therefore grant, that both that which is moved, and 
motion, are beings. 

Tura@. Undoubtedly, 

Guest. It follows therefore, Theatetus, that intellect will never in any 
refpeét be prefent to any thing immovable. 

Tue. It does follow. 

Guest. But, indeed, if we grant that all things are borne along and 
moved, we fhall by fuch an affertion take away famenefs from beings. 

Tuez. How fo? 

Guest. Does it appear to you that that which fubfilts according to the 
fame, and in a fimilar manner, and about the fame, can ever fubfiit without 
permanency ? 

Tuez. By no means. 

Guest. But do you perceive that intelle& ever was, or is, without thefe? 

Tue. In the {malleft degree. 

Guest. But befides this, we fhould oppofe, by every poffible argument, 
him who entirely taking away f{cience, or prudence, or intelleét, ftrenuoufly 
endeavours to introduce any thing elfe. 

TuHez. And very much fo. 

Guest. But it is perfectly neceflary, as it appears, that the philofopher, 
and he who honours thefe things in the higheft degree, fhould not affent to 
thofe who, afferting that there is either one, or many fpecies of things, con- 
fider the univerfe as ftanding ftill: nor yet fhould he by any means hear 
thofe who affirm that being is every where moved; but, according to the 
Opinion even of boys, he fhould call things immovable, and things moved, 
confidered as fubfifting together, being, and the all. 

Tuez. Mott true. 

Guest. Do we not, then, now appear to have equitably comprehended 
being in our difcourfe ? 

THE. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Now therefore, Theztetus, as it appears to me, we are ftrangely 
involved in doubt. 

THE. How fo? and why do you affert this? 

GUEST. 
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Guest. Do you not perceive, O bleffed man, that we are at prefent in the 
greateft ignorance refpecting being, and yet we have appeared to ourfelves 
to fay fomething about it ? 

THE. I do perceive it; but I do not altogether underftand in what re- 
fpeQ we have deceived ourfelves, 

Guest. Confider more clearly, whether, in confequence of affenting to 
thefe things, any one may juftly interrogate us, in the fame manner as we 
interrogated thofe who faid that the whole of things confifted of the hot and 
the cold. 

TueE#. Remind me what thefe interrogations were. 

Guest. By all means: and I will endeavour to do this by alking you the 
fame queftion as I then afked them, that we may at the fame time make 
fome advance in our inquiry. 

Taez. Right. 

Guest. Do you not then fay, that motion and permanency are contrary 
to each other ? 

Tuex. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. And do you not likewife fay, that both and each of them fimilarly 
are ? 

THE. I do. y 

Guest. Do you, therefore, fay, that both and each are moved, when you 
admit that they are ? 

Tuez. By no means. 

Guest. But do you fignify that they ftand ftill, when you fay that both 
are ? 

Turæ. But how can I? 

Guest. You may, therefore, place in your foul being, as a third thing 
different from thefe, confidering it as comprehending under itfelf perma- 
nency and motion ; and looking to the communion of thefe with effence, you 
may thus affert that both of them are. 

Tez. We feem to prophefy that being is a certain third thing, when we 
fay that there are motion and permanency. 

Guest. Being, therefore, is not both motion and permanency, but fome- 
thing different from thefe. 

THE. 
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Tues. It appears fo. 

Guest. Hence being, according to its own nature, neither ftands ftill, 
nor is moved. 

Tue. It is nearly fo. 

Guesr. Where then ought he to turn his thoughts, who wifhes to eftablith 
in himfelf any clear conceptions refpecting being ? 

Tues. Where? 

Guest. I do not think it is yet eafy for him to turn his thoughts any 
where. For, if being is not moved, why does it not ftand ftill? Or how 
is it poffible, if it in no refpect ftands ftill, that it fhould not be moved? 
But being has now appeared to us without both thefe. Is this, however, 
poffible ? 

Tue. It is the moft impofhible of all things. 

Guest. In the next place, therefore, it will be juft to call to mind this. 

Tuez. What? 

Guest. That being afked refpecting the name of non-being, we were in- 
volved in the greateft doubt refpe@ting what it ought to be. Do you re- 
member ? 


Tueæ. Undoubtedly. 
Guest. Are we, therefore, now involved in lefs doubt refpecting being? 


Tues. If it be poffible to fay fo, O gueft, we appear to be involved in 
greater doubt. 

Guest. Let this ambiguity then reft here. But fince both being and non- 
being equally participate of doubt, we may now hope, that if one of them 
fhall appear to be more obfcure, or more clear, the other likewife will appear 
to be the fame: and again, that if we fhould not be able to perceive one of 
them, the other will alfo be invifible to us. And thus we fhall purfue the 
difcourfe refpeéting both of them in the moft becoming manner we are able. 

Tue. It is well faid. 

Guest. Let us relate, then, after what manner we denominate this fame 
thing by many names. 

Tues. Adduce for this purpofe a certain paradigm. 

Guest. In {peaking of man, we give him various appellations, and attri- 


bute to him colour, figure, magnitude, virtue, and vice; in all which, and 
ten 
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ten thoufand other particulars, we not only fay that man is, but that he is 
good, and an infinity of other things: and we act in a fimilar manner with 
re{pect to other particulars ; for, confidering each as one thing, we again call 
it many things, and by many names, 

THE, True. 

Guest. Whence, I think, we have given a feaft to young men, and to 
thofe who ftudy in old age. For it is eafy for every one immediately to ob- 
je@t, that it is impoffible for the many to be one, and the one many. Hence, 
they will exult, not fuffering us to fay that a man is good, but that good is 
good, and man man. For I think, Theztetus, that you have often met with 
young men who ferioufly apply themfelves to things of this kind, and fome- 
times with men advanced in years, who, through the poverty of their pof- 
feffions with refpeét to wifdom, admire fuch things as thefe, and who think 
themfelves all-wife for having difcovered this. 

THEE. Entirely fo. 

Guest. That our difcourfe, therefore, may extend to all who have ever 
afferted any thing refpecting effence, let what we fhall now fay in the way of 
interrogation be underftood as addreffed as well to thefe as to thofe others 
whom we have above mentioned. 

THe. What is it you are now going to fay? 

Guest. Whether we fhould neither conjoin eflence with motion and per- 
manency, nor any thing elfe with any thing elfe, but, as if things were un- 
mingled, and it were impoffible for them to communicate with each other, 
we fhould confider them as feparate in our difcourfe ? Or whether we fhould 
colle& all things into the fame, as if they were able to communicate with 
each other? Or confider this as the cafe with fome things, but not with 
others? Which of thefe, Theztetus, fhall we fay is to be preferred! 

Tue. I indeed have nothing to anfwer to thefe things, Why, there. 
fore, do you not, by anfwering to each particular, confider what follows 
from each? 

Guest. You {peak well. We will fuppofe them, therefore, if you pleafe, 
to fay, in the firft place, that nothing has any power of communicating with 
any thing, in any refpe&. Will it not, therefore, follow, that motion and 
permanency in no refpe&t participate of effence ? 

THEE. 
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THER. They certainly will not. 

Guest. But what? Will any one of them be, and at the fame time have 
no communication with effence ? 

THEz. It will not. 

Guest. From confenting to this, all things, as it feems, will become ra- 
pidly fubverted, as well the doétrine of thofe who contend that all things are 
moved, as of thofe who contend that all things ftand ftill, together with the 
dogmas of thofe who affert that fuch things as fubfift according to forms or 
fpecies fubfift fimilarly according to the fame. For all thefe conjoin being 
with their doétrines, fome afferting that things are truly moved, and others 
that they truly ftand ftill. 

THE. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Such, likewife, as at one time unite all things, and at another time 
feparate them, whether dividing from one thing into things infinite, or into 
things which have finite elements, and compofing from thefe, and whether 
hey: confider this as partially, or as always taking place,—in all thefe cafes 
they will fay nothing to the purpofe, if there is in no refpeét a mixture of 
things. 

Tue. Right. 

Guest. Further ftill, we ourfelves fhall have difcourfed the moft ridicu- 
loufly of all men, who permitting nothing pertaining to the communion of 
the paffion of diferent, have yet ufed the appellation she other. 

THER. How fo? 

Guest. They are ina certain refpe& compelled to employ the term zo że, 
about all things, likewife the terms /efarate, others, and Ly itfelf, and ten 
thoufand others, from which being unable to abftain, and finding it neceflary 
to infert thefe expreffions in their difcourfes, they do not require any other 
confutation, but, as it is faid, they have an enemy and an adverfary at home, 
vociferating within, and always walk as if carrying about with them the 
abfurd Eurycles ‘. 

Tue. You very much fpeak of that which is like and true. 


3 « This isa proverb, fays the Greek Scholiaft on this dialogue, applied to thofe who prophefy 
evil to themfelves. For Eurycles appeared to have a certain dæmon in his belly, exhorting him 
to fpeak concerning future events; whence he was called a ventriloquift.” 
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Guest. But what if we fhould permit all things to have the power of 
communicating with each other? This, indeed, 1 myfelf am able to diffolve. 

Tues. How? 

Guest. Becaufe motion itfelf would entirely ftand ftill, and again, perma- 
nency itfelf would be moved, if they were mingled with each other. But 
this indeed is impoffible from the greateft neceffity, that motion fhould ftand 
ftill, and fermanency be moved. 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. The third thing, therefore, alone remains. 

THEE. It does. 

Guest. For one of thefe things is neceffary, either that all things thould 
be mingled together, or nothing; or that fome things fhould be willing to 
be mingled with each other, and that other things fhould be unwilling. 

Tues. Undoubtedly, 

Gurst. And two of the members of this divifion cannot be found. 

THe. They cannot. 

Guest. Every one, therefore, who withes to an{wer rightly fhould adopt 
that which remains of the three, 

Tuea. And very much fo. 

Guest. But fince fome things are willing to be mingled, and others 
not, they will nearly be affected in the fame manner as letters. For fome of 
thefe are incongruous with refpeét to each other, but others mutuaily har. 
monize. 

THE. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. For vowels being in a particular manner the bond, as it were, of 
the other letters, pervade through all of them, fo that without fome one of 
thefe it is impoffible for any two of the others to accord with each other. 

Tues. And very much fo. 

Guest. Does every one, therefore, know what letters will communicate 
with each other? or is art requilite in order to accomplith this fufficiently ? 

THEA. Art is requifite, 

Guest. What kind of art? 

Tez. The grammatic. 

Guest. And is not this the cafe with refpect to fharp and flat founds? I 

mean, 
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mean, Is not he who knows by art what founds are confonant or diffonant, 
a mufician, but he who is ignorant of this not fo? 

THES. It is. 

Guest. And in other arts, and the privation of arts, we fhall find other 
fuch circumftances take place. 

TuHE#. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Since then we have acknowledged, that thic genera ' of being are 

mixed 


1 Of the fciences, fome look to one fcientific objet, as medicine to health, but cthers 
extend to more than one, as arithmetic to philofophy, to a polity, to the tectonic art, and to 
many others; and others contribute to all arts, not the fabricative only, but alto fuch as are theo- 
retic, fuch as is the divifive art, of which Socrates {peaks in the Philebus. As, therefore, in the 
{ciences fome are moft total, and others partial, fo in intelligible caufes fome are altogether par- 
tial, alone being the leaders of a peculiar number of one fpecies, but others extend themfelves to 
many, as equal, fimilar, and «hole; for whale fo far as whole is not common to all things, fince a 
part fo far as a part is not a whole: and others extend themfelves to all things, becaufe all things 
participate of them fo far as they are beings, and not fo far as they are vital, or animated, or 
poffefs any other idiom, but according to the appellation itfelf of being. Becaufe, therefore, 
being is the firt among intelligible caufes, it has the moft total order among the genera; and 
thefe are five in number, viz. fence, fame, different, motion, permanency. For every being is efen- 
tialized, is united itfelf to itfelf, is /eparated from itfelf and other things, proceeds from itfelf, and its 
proper principle, and participates of a certain permanency, fo far as it preferves its proper form. 
Whether, therefore, it be intelligible, or fenfible, ora thing fubfifting between thefe two, it is com- 
pofed from thefe genera. For all things are not vital, or wholes, or parts, or animated ; but of thefe 
genera all things participate. Likewife efence not fubfifting about a thing, neither will any thing elfe 
be there; for effence is the receptacle of other things. Without the fubfiltence of /amene/s, that which 
is a whole will be diffipated; and difference being deftroyed there will be one thing alone without 
multitude. In like manner, motion and permanency not fubfifting, all things will be unenergetic and 
dead, without ftability, and tending to non-entity. It is neceflary, therefore, that each of thefe 
fhould be in all things, and that efence fhould rank as the firfl, being as it were the Vefta and monad 
of the genera, and arranged analogous to the one. After effence, famenefs and difference mult 
fucceed, the former being analogous to Lound, and the latter to infinity; and next to thefe m:tion 
and permanency. Of thefe genera too, fome are particularly beheld about the powers, and others 
about the energies of beings. For every being fo far as it is a being participates of a certain 
éffence, as it is faid in this dialogue, and in the Parmenides. But every effential power is either 
under fame, or under different, or under both. Thus for inftance heat, and every /eparative 
power, fubfifts under different, but coldnefs, and every colledive power, is under fame. And if there 
is any thing which fubfifts between thefe, it is under both fame and diferent, For every energy 
is either mofisn or permanency, or in a certain refpect both; fince the energy of intelle&t may be 
rather faid to be permanency than motion, and in like manner every energy which prefcrves the 
energizing nature in the fame condition, or that about which it energizes. But the motion of 
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mixed with each other, after the fame manner, ought not he neceffarily to 
proceed in his difcourfe {cientifically, who is about to fhow what genera mu- 
tually accord, and what do not admit each other? Likewife, whether thefe 
genera fo hold together through all things as to be capable of being mutually 
mingled? And again in their divifions, if there is another caufe of divifion 
through wholes ? 


Tuex. How is it poffible fcience fhould not be requifite for this purpofe, 
and nearly, perhaps, the greateft of all fciences ? 

Guest. What then, again, Theztetus, fhall we call this fcience? Or, 
by Jupiter, have we ignorantly fallen upon the fcience of the liberal? And 


do we appear, while inveftigating a fophiit, to have firit found a philo- 
fopher? 


THE. How do you fay? . 
Guest. Do we not fay, that to divide according to genera, and neither to 


think the fame fpecies different, nor a different fpecies the fame, is the bufi- 
nefs of the dialeétic fcience ? 


THEez. We do fay fo. 
Guest. He, therefore, who is able to do this, fufficiently perceives one 
idea ' every way extended through many things, the individuals of which 


bodies into each other does not abide in fame, but departs from that in which it fubfifts ; and 
that which changes the energizing nature in the fame and about the fame, is ffable motion. 
Every thing, therefore, by its very being participates of this triad, efence, power, and energy, on 
account of thefe five genera. 

* Here genus is fignified by one idea extended through many: for genus is not an aggregate of 
fpecies, as a whole of parts, but it is prefent to every fpecies, to which it is at the fame time 
prior. But every fpecies fubfifting feparate from other fpecies, and from genus itfelf, participates 
of genus. By many ideas different from each other, but externally comprehended under one idea, which 
is genus, fpecies are fignified: externally comprehended, indeed, genus being exempt from fpe- 
cies, but comprehending the caufes of fpecies: for genera, truly fo called, are both more antient 
and more effential than the fpecies which are ranked under them. Of genera, alfo, fome have a 
fubfiftence prior to fpecies, but cthers fubfift in them according to participation. To perceive 
thefe two, therefore, viz. one idea extended through many, the individuals of which fubflt apart 
from each other, is the province of the divifive power of dialeétic ; but the other two pertain to 
the definitive power of this art: for definition perceives one idea through many wholes conjoined 
in one, and collects into one definitive conception many ideas, each fubfifting as a whole. It alfo 
conneéts them with each other, and perfects one idea from the affumption of all wholes; con- 
joining the many in one. Befides this, it confiders the many which it has collected in one, lying 
apart, and the whole which is produced from them. 
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are placed apart from each other, and many ideas different from each other 
externally comprehended under one, and one idea through many wholes 
conjoined in one; and laftly, many ideas, every way divided apart from 
each other. This is to know {cientifically, how to diftinguith according to 
genus, in what refpect particulars communicate, and how far they do not 
communicate with each other. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But I think you do not give dialectic to any other than one 
who philofophizes purely and juftly. 

Tue. For how is it poffible to give it to any other? 

Guest. If we feek, indeed, we fhall find a philofopher in a place of this 
kind, both now and hereafter, though it is alfo difficult to fee this character 
clearly; but the difficulty of perceiving a fophift is of a different kind from 
that with which the perceiving a philofopher is attended. 

Tuez. How fo? 

Guest. The former flying into the darknefs of non-being, and by ufe 
becoming adapted to it, is with difficulty perceived through the obfcurity of 
the place. Is it not fo? 

Tue. So it feems. 

Guest. But the philofopher through reafoning, being always fituated near 
the idea of being, is by no means eafily difcerned, on account of the {plendor 
of the region. For the eyes of vulgar fouls are unable to fupport the view 
of that which is divine. 

Teg. It is likely that thefe things fubfift in this manner, no lef than 
thofe. 

Guest. About this particular, therefore, we fhall perhaps at another 
time confider more clearly, if it be permitted us. But, with refpeét to the 
fophift, it is evident that we fhould not difmifs him till we have fufficiently 
{urveyed him. 

Tunez. You fpeak well. 

Guest. Since then it is acknowledged by us, that fome of the genera of 
being communicate with each other, and that fome do not, and that fome 
communicate with a few, and others with many things, and others again 
are not hindered from communicating through all things with all things ;— 
this being the cafe, let us, in the next place, following the order of dif- 
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courfe, {fpeculate not about all fpecies, left we fhould be confounded by their 
multitude,—but, choofing certain of thofe which are called the greateft, let 
us, in the firft place, confider the qualities of each, and, in the next place, 
what communion of power they poffefs with each other, that we may not 
in any refpect be indigent of difcourfe about being and non-being (though 
we may not be able to comprehend them with perfect perfpicuity), as far 
as the condition of the prefent fpeculation admits. If, therefore, while we 
are affimilating non-being, we fhould fay that it is truly non-being, we 
fhould be exculpated. 

THE. It would indeed be proper that we fhould. 

Guest. But the greateft of all the genera which we have now mentioned 
are, being itfelf, permanency, and motion. 

THEA. Very much fo, 

Guest. And we have faid that the two latter are unmingled with each 
other. 

THEz. Very much fo, 

Gutst. But being is mingled with both: for both after a manner are. 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Thefe things then become three. 

THES. Certainly. 

Guest. ls not, therefore, each of thefe different from the other two, but 
the fame with itfelf? 

THEE. It is, 

Guest. What then fhall we now fay refpefting famenefs and difference ? 
Shall we fay that they are two certain genera, different from the other 
three, but yet always mingled with them from neceffity? And thus are we 
to confider about five, and not three genera only? Or are we ignorant that 
we have denominated this famenefs and difference, as fomething belonging 
to the other three? 

THE. Perhaps fo. 

Guest. But, indeed, motion and permanency are neither different nor 
fame. 

Tuez. How fo? 

Guest. That which we in common call motion and permanency can be 


neither of thefe. 
TuEz. 
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Guest. Becaufe motion would be permanent, and permanency be moved. 
For, with refpe& to both, the one becoming the other, would compel that 
other to change into the contrary to its nature, as participating of the con- 
trary. 

Tues. Very much fo, 

Guest. But yet both participate of fame and different. 

Tues. They do. 

Guest. We muft not, therefore, fay that motion is either fame or dif- 
ferent, nor yet muft we affert this of permanency. 

Tuez. We mutt not. 

Guest. Are, therefore, being and famenefs to be confidered by us as one 
certain thing ? 

Tuez. Perhaps fo. 

Guest. But if being and famenefs fignify that which is in no refpect 
different, when we again affert of motion and permanency, that both are, 
we thus denominate both of them the fame, as things which have a being. 

THE. But, indeed, this is impoffible. 

Guest. It is impoffible, therefore, that famenefs and being fhould be one 
thing. 

Tues. Nearly fo. 

Guest. We mutt place famenefs, therefore, as a fourth fpecies, in addi- 
tion to the former three. 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But what? Muft we not fay that difference is a fifth fpecies ? 
Or is it proper to think that this, and being, are two names belonging to 
one genus? 

Tues, Perhaps fo. 

Guest. But I think you will grant, that of beings, fome always fubfiit 
themfelves by themfelves, but others in relation to other things. 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But different is always referred to different. Is it not? 

THES. Itis. 

GUEST. But this would not be the cafe unlefs being and difference widely 
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differed from each other, But if difference participated of both fpecies, as 
is the cafe with being, there would be fome one among things different, 
which would be no longer different with reference to that which is different, 
But now it happens from neceffity, that whatever is different is fo from its 
relation to that which is different. 

THEA. It is as you fay. 

Guest. We mutt fay, then, that the nature of different muft be added as 
a fifth to the fpecies of which we have already fpoken. 

. THEE. Yes. 

Guest. And we muft likewife fay that it pervades through all thefe. For 
each one of the others is different, not through its own nature, but through 
participating the idea of difference. 

Tunez. And very much fo. 

Guest. But we may thus {peak refpedting each of the five genera. 

Tues. How? 

Guest. In the firft place, that motion is entirely different from perma- 
nency. Or how fhall we fay? 

Tues. That it is fo. 

Guest. It is not, therefore, permanency. 

THE. By no means. 

Guest. But it zs, through participating of being, 

Tuce. Itis. 

Guest. Again, motion is different from famenefs, 

Tne. Nearly fo. 

Guest. It is not, therefore, famenefs. 

Turæ. It is not. 

Guest. And yet it is fame, in confequence of all things participating of 
famenefs. 

Tues. And very much fo. 

Guest. It muft be confeffed, therefore, that motion is both fame, and 
not fame, nor muft we be indignant that it is fo. For, when we fay that it is 
both fame, and not fame, we do not {peak of it in a fimilar manner; but 
when we fay it is fame, we call it fo, through the participation of famenefs 
with refpect to itielf; and when we fay it is not fame, we call it fo through 
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its communion with different, through which, feparating it fram fame, it 
becomes not fame, but different. So that it is again rightly faid to be not 
fame. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. If, therefore, motion itfelf fhould in any refpec participate of 
permanency, there would be no abfurdity in calling it ftable. 

THE. Mott right, fince we have acknowledged that {fome of the ome 
are willing to be mingled with each other, and others not. 

Guest. And, indeed, we.arrived at the demonftration of this prior te 
what we have evinced at prefent, by proving that the thing fubfifts after 
this manner. 

Tue. Undoubtedly, 

Guest. But we may again fay that motion is different from different, juft 
as it is different from famenefs and permanency. 

Tuea. It is neceflary. 

Guest. It is, therefore, in a certain refpeét, not different and different, 
according to this reafoning. 

~THER. True. 

Guest. What then follows? Shall we fay it is different from three of 
the genera, but not from the fourth? acknowledging that the genera are 
five, about which, and in which, we propofe to fpeculate ? 

THez. And how? À 

Guest. For it is impoflible to grant that they are fewer in number than 
they now appear to be. We may, therefore, fafely contend, that motion is 
different from being. 

Turæ. We may, mof fafely. 

Guest. It clearly follows, therefore, that motion is truly non-being, and 
at the fame time being, fince it participates of being. 

Turæ. Moft clearly. 

Guest. Non-being, therefore, is neceffarily in motion, and in all the 
genera. For, in all of them, the nature of different rendering them ditferent 
from being, makes each to be non-being. Hence, we rightly fay that all of 
them are non-beings ; and again, becaufe they participate of being, that they 
are, and are beings. 
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TueE2z. It appears fo. 

Guest. About each of the fpecies, therefore, there is much of being, but: 
there is alfo non-being infinite in multitude. 

THEE. It appears fo, 

Guest. Muft not, therefore, being itfelf be faid to be different from the 
others ? 

THE. It is neceffary. 

Guest. Being, therefore, is not fo many in number as the others; for, 
not being them, it is itfelf one, but is not other things,. which are infinite in 
number. 

THE. This is nearly the cafe. 

Guest. We ought not, therefore, to be indignant at thefe things,. fince 
the genera have naturally a mutual communion. But if fome one does not 
adm t thefe things, yet, as we have been perfuaded by the former affertions, 
in like manner we ought to be perfuaded by thefe. 

Tuer. You fpeak moft juftly. 

Guest. We may alfo tee this. 

TuHez. What? 

Guest. When we fay non-being, we do not, as it appears, fay any thing. 
contrary to being, but only that which is different *.. 

Tunez. How fo? 

Guest. Juft as when we fay a thing is not great, do we then appear to 
you to evince by this word that which is {mall rather than that which is equal? 

THEZ. How is it pofible we fhould ? 

Guest. We muft not, therefore, admit that the contrary to a thing is 
fignified, when negation is fpoken of; but thus much only mutt be aflerted, 
that the terms not, and neither, fignify fomething of other things, when 
placed before names, or rather before things, about which the names of the 
negations afterwards enunciated are diftributed. 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. This alfo we may confider by a dianoétic energy, if it is agreeable 
to you. 


3 By nonebeing, therefore, in this place, Plato means difference, one of the five genera of being. 
THEE. 
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Trea. What is that? 

Gust. The nature of different appears to me to be cut into {mall parts, 
in the fame manner as {cience. 

TuHez. How? 

Guest. This nature itfelf is one; but a part of it refiding in any thing 
and being individually defined, pofleffes a private appellation of its own; 
on which account there are faid to be many arts and {Ciences, 

Tue. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Do not, therefore, the parts of the nature of different, which is 
itfelf one thing, fuffer this very fame thing? 

Tuez. Perhaps fo. But we muft fhow how this takes place, 

Guest. Is there any part of different oppofite to the beautiful ? 

THE. There is. 

Guest. Muft we fay that this part is namelefs, or that it has a certain 
name 

Tuez. That it has a name. For every thing which we fay is not beau- 
tiful, is not different from any thing elfe than the nature of the beautiful. 

Guest. Come, then, anfwer me the following queftion, 

Tues. What queftion? 

Guest. When any thing is defined as belonging to one particular genus, 
and is again oppofed to a certain effence, does it happen that thus it is not 
beautiful ? 

THEE. It does. 

Guest. But the oppofition of being to being happens, as it feems, to be 
not beautiful. 

Trex. Mott right. 

Guest. What then? Does it follow from this reafoning that the beau- 
tiful belongs more to beings, and the non-beautiful lefs ? 

THE, It does not. 

Guest. We mutt fay, therefore, that the non-great and the great fimilarly 
are, 

THE. Similarly. 

Guest. Hence, too, we muft affert of the juft and the non-juft, that the 
one in no refpect 7s more than the other. 

THE. Undoubtedly. 
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Guest. And the fame muft be faid of other things, fince the nature of 
different appears to rank among beings. But difference having a fubfiftence. 
it is neceffary to place the parts of it as no lefs having fubfiftence, 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. As it appears, therefore, the oppofition of a part of the nature of 
different, and of the parts of being, are no lefs effence, if it be lawful fo to 
fpeak, than being ittelf; nor do they fignify that which is contrary to being, 
but only fomething different from it. 

. Turg. Itis moft clear. 

Guest. What then fhall we call it? 

Tues. It is evident that non-being, which we have fought after on account 
of a fophift, is this very thing. 

Guest. Whether, therefore, as you fay, is it no more deficient of effence 
than the others? And ought we now boldly to fay, thar non-being poffeffes 
its own nature firmly, in the fame manner as the great was found to be great, 
and the beautiful beautiful, and the non-great to be non-great, and the non- 
beautiful non-beautiful? Shall we in like manner fay, that non-being was 
and is non-being, as one fpecies which mutt be numbered among many 
beings? Or muft we ftill, Theztetus, be diffident about this ? 

THe. By no means. 

. Guest. Do you perceive, therefore, how difobedient we have been to the: 
prohibition of Parmenides ? 

Tue. In what reipe& ? 

Guest. We have wandered beyond the limits he appointed us, by thus 
continuing ftill further to explore and evince. 

TuHExz. How? 

Guest. Becaufe he fays, “* Non-beings never, and by no means:are ;_ but 
do you, while inveftigating, reftrain your conceptions from this path.” 

THe. He does fpeak in this manner. 

Guest. But we have not only fhown that non-beings are, but we have 
demonftrated what the form of non-being is. For, having evinced that the 
nature of different has a fubfiftence, and that it is divided into {mall parts, 
which are mutually diftributed through all things, we then dared to fay, that 
the part of it which is oppofed to the being of every thing, is itfelf truly non- 
being. 
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Tue, And to me, O guelt, we appear to have {poken with the greateft 
truth. 

Guest. Let no one, therefore, fay, that we, having evinced that non-being 
is contrary to being, dare to affert that it 7s. For we fome time fince bade 
farewell to him who afks whether that which is contrary to any thing has a 
fubfiitence, and poffeffes a certain reafon, or is entirely irrational. But, with 
refpeét to that which we now call non-being, either fome one who is not 
pertuaded by our arguments fhould confute us, as not having fpoken well; 
or, if he cannot do this, he muft alfo fay as we fay, that the genera are min- 
gled with each other, and that being and different pervading through all 
things, and through each. other, different participating of being, js through 
this participation, not being that of which it participates, but fomething 
elfe. But, being different from being, it clearly follows that it is neceflarily 
non-being. And again, being, in confequence of participating of difference, 
will be different from the other genera: but being different from all of them, 
it is not any one of them, nor all the others, nor any thing befides itfelf. So 
that, without doubt, being is not ten thoufand things in ten thoufand things r 
and, in like manner, each and all of the other genera are multifarioufly dif- 
tributed, but are not themfelves multifarious, 

THER. True. 

Guest. And if any one does not believe in thefe contrarieties, he fhould 
eonfider, and affert fomething better than has been now faid. Or if fome 
one, in confequence of finding this to be a difficult fpeculation, rejoices, 
drawing the arguments from one fide to another, fuch a one, as our prefent 
reafoning afferts, is not engaged in a purfuit which deferves much ferious 
attention. For ¢Azs neither poffeffes any thing elegant, nor is difficult to 
difcover ; but shat is difficult, and at the fame time beautiful. 

THEz. What? 

Guest. That of which we have fpoken above; I mean that, omitting 
thefe particulars, we may be able to confute any one who aiferts that differ- 
ent is fame, or fame different. For, to fhow that fame is different, and 
different fame, that the great is fmall, and the fimilar diffimilar, and to rejoice 
in thus introducing contraries in difcourfe, is not a true confutation, but is 
evidently the province of one who has but a flight apprehenfion of the thing, 
and is recently born. 
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THEeEx. Very much fo. 

Guest. For, O excellent young man, to endeavour to feparate every 
thing from every thing, is both inelegant, and the province of one rude and 
deftitute of philofophy. 

Tuea, Why fo? 

Guest. To diflolve each thing from ali things, is the moft perfe& abolition 
of all difcourfe. For difcourfe fubfifts through the conjunétion of fpecies 
with each other. 

THEE. True. 

Guest. Confider, therefore, how opportunely we have now contended 
with men of this kind, and compelled them to permit one thing to be min- 
gled with another. 

TuEez. With a view to what? 

Guest. To this, that difeourfe may be one certain thing belonging to the 
genera of being. For, if we are deprived of this, we fhall, for the moft part, 
be deprived of philofophy. And further ftill, itis requifite at prefent that we 
fhould mutually confent to determine what difcourfe is. But, if it is entirely 
taken away from us, we can no longer fpeak about any thing, And it will 
be taken away, if we admit that things are not in any refpe@ mingled with 
each other. 

Tues. Right. But Ido not underftand why we fhould now mutually 
confent to determine what difcourfe is. 

Guest. But, perhaps, you will eafily underftand by attending to this, 

Turæ. To what? 

Guest. Non-being has appeared to us to be one of the other genera, and 
to be difperfed threugh all beings. 

THE. It has fo. 

Guest. After this, therefore, we fhould confider whether it is mingled 
with opinion and difcourfe. 

THE. On what account? 

Guest. Becaufe, if it is not mingled with thefe, it muft neceffarily follow 
that all things are true: but, if it is mingled with thefe, falfe opinion and falfe 
difcourfe muft be produced. For to opine, or {peak of non-beings, is itfelf 
falfehood fubfafting in the dianoëtic part and difcourfe, 

THEA. It ts fo. 
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Guest. But, being falfehood, it is deception. 

Tue. It is. 

Guest. And deception fubfifting, all things muft neceffarily be full of 
refemblances, images, and phantafy. 

Tue. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But we have faid that the fophift flies into this place, while he 
denies that there is any fuch thing as falfehood. For he afferts that no one 
can either think or fpeak of non-being; becaufe it in no refpeé partici- 
pates of effence. 

Tueæ. Thefe things were faid by us. 

Guest. But now it has appeared that non-being participates of: being. 
So that in this refpeét perhaps he will no longer oppofe us. Perhaps how- 
ever he will fay, that of {pecies, fome participate of non-being, and others 
not; and that difcourfe and opinion rank among thofe things which do not 
participate it. So that he will again contend with us, that the image-making. 
and phantaftic art, in which we have faid he is concealed, has no fub- 
fiftence ; fince opinion and difcourfe have no communion with non-being. 
He will likewife affert that falfehood has not any kind of fubfiftence, fince 
this communion of things is no where to be found. Hence we muft in- 
veftigate the nature of difcourfe, opinion, and phantafy, that, thefe becoming 
apparent, we may perceive their communion with: non-being; and, per- 
ceiving this, may evince that there is fuch a thing as falfehood ; and, having 
evinced this, may bind the fophift in it, if he is found to be guilty; or, 
liberating him, inveftigate in fome other genus. 

Tues. That, O gueft, which we faid at firft about the fophift, appears to 
be very true—I mean, that he is a genus difficult to apprehend. For he 
appears to be full of problems; nor can any one arrive at his retreats, till 
he has firft vanquifhed the obttacle which he throws in the way. For now 
we have fcarcely overcome the obftacle which he hurled forth, I mean that 
non-being is not, and he immediately throws in our way another. Hence 
it is requifite to fhow that there is falehood, both in difcourfe and opinion, 
and after this perhaps fomething elfe, and another thing after that, and fo 
on, as it appears, without end. 


Guest. He, O Theztetus, who is able to make advances continually, 
though 
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though in a fmall degree, ought to proceed boldly in this affair, For what 
will he be able to accomplifh in other things, who is without ardor in thefe? 
For he who either effets nothing in thefe, or is repelled backwards, will 
{carcely (according to the proverb) ever take the city. But now, O good 
man, fince as you fay this is accomplithed, we fhall have captured the greateft 
wall, and the reft will be eafy and trifling. 

Tue. You {peak well. 

Guest. Let us then now, in the firft place, as we faid, confider difcourfe 
and opinion, that we may more clearly fhow, whether non-being touches 
upon thefe, or whether both thefe are in every refpeét true, and neither of 
them at any time falfe. 

THE. Right. 

Guest. Come then, let us again fpeculate about nouns, in the fame 
manner as we did about {fpecies and letters. For that which is the object 
of our prefent inveftigation appears in a certain refpe@ to have a fimilar 
fubfiftence, 

TuEexz. What is it you with to be conceived refpeéting nouns ? 

Guest. Whether all of them harmonize with each other; or fome 
accord, but others do not. 

TuHeEa, It is evident that fome accord, and others do not. 

Guest. Perhaps your meaning is this, that fuch nouns as in an orderly 
fucceffion affert and evince fomething, mutually accord; but that fuch as 
fignify nothing by continuity, do not mutually accord. 

Tuez. How do you mean? and what is it you fay ? 

Guest. What I thought you would both underftand and affent to. For 
there is a twofold genus of vocal declarations refpeéting effence. 

Tues. How? 

Guest. One, which ts called nouns, and the other verbs, 

‘THE. Speak of each. 

Guest. That which is a declaration in actions, we call a verb. 

THER. We do. 

Guest. But a mark or fign of voice .mpofed on the agents themfelves, 
we call a noun. 
Tues. Very much fo, ‘ 
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Guest. From nouns, therefore, alone, enunciated in continued fucccfhon, 
a fentence is never produced; nor yet again from verbs enunciated without 
nouns. 

TueEz. Thefe things I have not learned. 

Guest. But it is evident that you juft now acknowledged this, when look- 
ing to fomething elfe. For this is what I wifhed to fay, that when thefe are 
enunciated in continued fucceffion, a fentence is not produced. 

THE. How fo? 

Guest. As, for inftance, walks, runs, fleeps, and fuch other words as 
fignify aétions, all which when any one enunciates in continued fucceffion, 
he will not by this means produce a fentence. 

THE. For how can he? 

Guest. Again, therefore, when any one fays, a lion, a ftag, a horfe, and 
fuch other nouns as fignify agents themfelves, a fentence will not yet be pro- 
duced by this continuity. For the things enunciated do not evince ation, 
or a privation of aétion, or the effence of a thing which is, or which is not, 
till verbs are mingled with nouns. But when they are harmonized, a 
fentence is immediately produced, and the firft connection of thefe is 
nearly the firft fentence, though it fhould be the fhorteft poffible. 

Tunez. How is this? 

Guest. When any one fays, A man learns, would you not fay that this 
is the fhorteft and firft fentence? 

Tues. I fhould. 

Guest. For he then evinces fomething refpeGing things which actually 
are, or are rifing into being, or have been, or will be. Nor does he deno- 
minate only, but he finifhes fomething conneéting verbs and nouns. Hence 
we fay that he fpeaks, and does not alone denominate, and to this con- 
netion we give the name of difcourfe. 

Tue. Right. 

Guest. And thus as we faid refpe€ting things, that fome harmonized 
with each other, and that others did not, fo likewife with refpe@ to the figns 
of voice, fome do not harmonize, but others do, and produce difcourfe. 

THES. Entirely fo. 

Guest. Further ftill, attend to this trifling thing, 

THE. To what? 

VOL. II. 2N GUEST. 


274 THE SOPHISTA. 


Guest. That difcourfe when it takes place muft neceffarily be a difcourfe 
about fomething: for it is impoffible that it can be about nothing. 

Tue. It muft. 

Guest. Ought it not, therefore, to be of fome particular kind? 

Tues. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Let us then give diligent attention. 

TueEx. For it is requifite. 

Gusst. I will, therefore, enunciate to you a fentence, in which a thing 
is conjoined with action, through a noun and a verb: but do you inform me of 
what it is a fentence. 

Tue. I will, as far as I am able. 

Guest. Theztetus fits :—is this a long fentence? 

TueEz. It is not; but a moderate one. 

Guest. It is now your bufinefS to fay what it is about, and of whom it is 
a fentence. 

TueEz. It is evident that it is about me, and of me. 

Guest. But what again with refpeét to this ? 

Tues. To what? 

Guest. Theztetus, with whom I now difcourfe, flies. 

Tues. Refpeéting this alfo, no one can fay but that it is about me, and 
of me. 

Guest. But we faid it was neceflary that every fentence fhould be of fome 
particular kind. 

Tueæ. We did. 

Guest. But of what kind muft each of the fentences juft now mentioned 
be? 

Tuer. One muft be falfe, and the other true. 

Gvest. But that which is true afferts things refpe@ting you as they are. 

Tuez. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. But that which is falfe afferts things refpeCting you different from 
what they are. 

THER. It does: 

Guest. It {peaks, therefore, of things which are not, as if they were. 

Turg. Nearly fo. 

Guest. And it fpeaks of things which havea fubfiftence, but which do 
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not belong to you. For we fay, that about every thing there are many things 
which have a fubfiftence, and many things which have no fubfiftence. 

Turz. Very much fo. 

Guest. In the firft place, therefore, it is moft neceflary, that the latter 
fentence which I enunciated refpe€ting you fhould be one of the fhorteft, 
according to the definition we have given of a fentence. 

TueEx. This muft now be acknowledged by us. 

Guest. In the next place, it muft be confeffed that it is a fentence of 


fomething. 

Tues. It muft. 

Guest. But if it is not of you, it is not of any thing elfe. 

Tues. For how fhould it? 

Guest. But if it is not of any thing, it cannot in any refpeéct be a fentence, 
For we have fhown that it belongs to things impoffible, that difcourfe fhould 
exift, and yet be a difcourfe of nothing. 

Tues. Mott right. 

Guest. When, therefore, other things are afferted of you, as if they were 
the fame, and things which are not, as things which are, fuch a compofition 
of verbs and nouns becomes altogether, as it appears, a really and truly falfe 


difcourfe. 

Tuez. Moft true. 

Guest. But what with refpeét to the dianoétic energy, opinion, and 
phantafy, is it not now evident that all thefe genera, as well the falfe as the 
true, are produced in our fouls? 

THez. How? 

Guest. You will eafily underftand, if you firft of all apprehend what each 
of them is, and in what they differ from each other. 

TuHez. Only inform me. 

Guest. Are not, therefore, the dianoétic energy and difcourfe the fame, 
except that the former is an inward dialogue without voice, of foul with 
itfelf ? 

Tuez. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But the fluxion from the dianoetic energy through the mouth, 
proceeding with found, is called difcourfe. 

THEa. True, 
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Guest. We perceive this alfo in difcourfe. 

Turæ. What? 

Guest. Affirmation and negation. 

THE. We do. 

Guest. When, therefore, this takes place in the foul according to the 
dianoétic energy, accompanied with filence, can you call it any thing elfe than 
opinion ? 

Tues. How can I? 

Guest. But, when again, a certain paffion of this kind is prefent, not ac- 
cording to the dianoétic energy, but through fenfe, can it be rightly denomi- 
nated any thing elfe than phantafy ? 

Tues. Nothing elfe. 

Guest. Since, then, difcourfe is both true and falfe, and it appears that 
the dianoétic energy is a dialogue of the foul with itfelf, but opinion the con- 
clufion of the dianoétic energy, and phantafy the mixture of fenfe and opi- 
nion with each other, it is neceflary, fince thefe are allied to difcourfe, that 
fome of them fhould be fometimes true, and fometimes falfe, 

THE. Undoubtedly. 

Guest. Do you perceive, therefore, that we have found more eafily than 
we expected, that opinion and difcourfe are fometimes falfe? For juft now 
we were afraid, left by inveftigating this matter we fhould attempt a work 
which it is perfe&tly impoffible to accomplifh. 

Tuez. Ido perceive. 

Guest. Let us not, therefore, defpair as to what remains ; but, fince thefe 
things are rendered apparent, let us recall into our memory thofe divifions 
according to fpecies which we mentioned before. 

Tuezx. Of what kind were they? 

Guest. We divided image-making into two fpecies ; the one affimilative, 
and the other phantaftic. 

THez. We did. 

Guest. And we faid we were dubious in which of thefe we fhould place 
the fophift. 

Tues. Thefe things were faid by us. 

Guest. And while we were doubting about this, we were oppreffed with 
a ftill darker vertigo, in confequence of that affertion which is dubious to all 
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men, that there can be no fuch thing as either a refemblance, or an image, 
becaufe that which is falfe has never in any refpeét any fubfiftence whatever, 

Tue. You fpeak the truth. 

Guest. But now fince difcourfe has become apparent, and likewife falfe 
opinion, it is poffible there may be imitations of things, and that from this 
difpofition the art of deceiving may be produced, 

THEE. It is poffible. 

Guest. And was it not alfo acknowledged by us above, that the fophift 
is converfant with thefe? 

THEA. It was. 

Guest. Let us, therefore, again endeavour, by always bifecting the pro- 
pofed genus, to proceed to the right hand part of the fection, attending to 
its communion with the fophift, till, having taken away all his common pro- 
perties, and leaving the nature peculiar to him, we may be able efpecially to 
exhibit this to ourfelves, and afterwards to thofe who are naturally moft 
proximate to the genus of this method. 

Tues. Right. 

Guest. Did we not, therefore, begin dividing the effective art, and the 
art of acquiring ? 

THES. Yes. 

Guest. And the art of acquiring prefented itfelf to us in hunting, contefts, 
merchandize, and fuch-like fpecies. 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. But now, fince the imitative art comprehends the fophitt, it is 
evident that the effective art muft firft receive a twofold divifion. For imi- 
tation is a certain making. We faid, indeed, it was the making of images, 
and not of things themfelves, Did we not? 

THEA. Entirely fo, 

Guest. But, in the firft place, let there be two parts of the effective art. 

Tuez. What are they? 

Guest. The one is divine, the other human. 

Turz. I do not yet underftand you. 

Guest. If we remember what was faid at firt wwe afferted that the whole 
of the effective art was a power cauling things to exilt afterwards which 
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Truex. We do remember. 

Guest. But, with refpeét to all mortal animals, and plants which are 
produced in the earth from feeds and roots, together with fuch inanimate 
natures as fubfift on the earth, whether they are bodies which can be lique- 
fied, or not, can we fay that they were afterwards generated, when before 
they were not, by any other than a certain fabricating God? Or fhall we 
employ the dogma and affertion of many? 

Tues. What is that? 

Guest. That nature generates thefe from a certain fortuitous caufe, and 
which operates without thought. Or fhall we fay that they are produced in 
conjunétion with reafon and divine fcience, originating from Deity itfelf? 

Tue. I, perhaps, through my age, often change my opinion. However, 
at prefent looking to you, and apprehending that you think thefe things were 
produced by Divinity, I think fo too. 

Guest. It is well, Theztetus. And if we thought that in fome future 
time you would be of a different opinion, we fhould now endeavour to make 
you acknowledge this by the force of reafon, in conjunction with neceflary 
perfuafion ; but fince I know your nature to be fuch, that, without any argu- 
ments from us, you would of yourfelf arrive at that conclufion to which I 
have drawn you, I fhall difmifs the attempt; for it would be fuperfluous. 
But I adopt this pofition, that things which are faid to fubfift from nature 
are produced by a divine art: but that the things which are compofed from 
thefe by men, are produced by human art: and that, according to this pofi- 
tion, there are two genera of the effective art, one of which is human, and the 
other divine. 

Tue. Right. 

Guest. But, fince there are two genera, bifect each of them, 

Tues. How? 

Guest. Juft as the whole of the effective art was then divided according 
to breadth, fo now let it be divided according to length. 

THe. Let it be fo divided. 

Guest. And thus all its parts will become four; two of which indeed, 
with reference to us, will be human; and two again, with reference to the 
Gods, divine. 

TuHeEz. They will. 
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Guest. But with refpe& to thefe, as being again divided in a different 
manner, one part of each divifion is effective, but the remaining parts may 
be nearly called reprefentative. And hence, again, the effctive art receives 
a twofold divition. 

Tues. Inform me again how each is to be divided. 

Guest. With refpeét to ourfelves and other animals, and the things from 
which they naturally confift, viz. fire and water, and the fifters of thefe, we 
know that each of thefe produdtions is the offspring of Divinity. Do we not? 

Tues. We do. 

Guest. After thefe the images of each, and not the things themfelves, 
follow ; and thefe are produced by a dzinoniacal artifice. 

Turcæ. What kind of images are thefe? 

Guest. Phantafms which occur in fleep, and fuch as appearing in the day 
are called {pontaneous ; as, for inftance, fhadow, when darknefs is generated 
in fire: but this is twofold, when domeftic and foreign light concurring in 
one about fplendid ! and {mooth bodies, and producing a fenfation of feeing 
contrary to accuftomed vifion, effect by thefe means a fpecies. 

Tur. Thefe works, therefore, of divine making are two, viz. the things 
themtelves, and the image which follows each. 

Guest. But what? Shall we not fay that our art, by archite¢ture, makes 
a houfe, but by painting, that other thing, the image of the houfe, which is, 
as it were, a human dream effected by men awake? 

Tues. Entirely fo, 

Guest. Hence, by giving a twofold divifion after this manner to other 
things, we fhall again find twofold works of our effective action, and we 
muft call the one auturgic, or the thing itfelf effected, but the image, repre- 
fentative. 

Tues. I now underftand you better, and I admit thefe two fpecies of the 
effective art, with a twofold divifion, viz. the divine and human according 
to one feétion; and the thing itfelf effeéted, and the offspring of certain 
imitations, according to the other. 

Guest. Let us, therefore, recolleét, that of the image-producing art we 
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faid, one kind would be affimilative, and the other phantattic, if it fhould 
appear that the falfe is truly falfe, and one certain thing belonging to beings. 

TuEez. We did fay fo. 

Guest. Is it not, therefore, apparent, that we have now indubitably enu- 
merated two {pecies ? 

THEE. Yes. 

Guest. We muf, therefore, again give a twofold diftribution to the 
phantaftic fpecies. 

THEz. How? 

Guest. One kind being that which is effected through inftruments, but 
the other being the phantafm of that which exhibits itfelf as the inftrument 
of the efficient. 

Tuez. How do you fay? 

Guest. I think, when any one employing your figure caufes body to ap- 
pear fimilar to body, or voice to voice, this is particularly called an imitation 
belonging to the phantaftic fpecies. 

THEE. It is. 

Guest. Calling this then imitative, we will divide it; but we will dif- 
mifs the whole of the other member, as being now weary, and we will 
permit fome other perfon to collet it into one, and give it a proper deno- 
mination. 

Tues. Let the member then you {peak of be divided, and let us difmifs 
the other. 

Guest. And indeed, Theetetus, it is fit to think that this alfo is twofold ; 
but take notice on what account. 

THES. Say. 

Guest. Of thofe who imitate, fome knowing that which they imitate 
do this, but others not knowing it. Though, can we place any divifion 
greater than that of ignorance and knowledge? 

THE. We cannot. 

Guest. Will not, therefore, that which we juft now fpoke of be an imi- 
tation of thofe that are endued with knowledge? For this man, knowing 
you, imitates your figure. 


Tueaz, Undoubtedly. 
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Guest. But what fhall we fay refpeéting the figure of juftice, and, in 
fhort, of the whole of virtue? Do not many, though they are ignorant, 
think that they know this, and, while they imitate that which feems to them 
to be the figure of juftice, endeavour, both in words and works, to make it 
appear that it 1s inherent in them? 

Tuez. Very many, indeed. 

Guest. Are they not, therefore, difappointed in their expectations of ap- 
pearing to be juft, as they are not fo in any refpe&? Or does the very con- 
trary to this take place? 

Tue. The very contrary takes place. 

Guesr. I think then we muft fay that this imitator is different from the 
other, he who 1s ignorant from him who knows, 

THEex. We mutt. 

Guest. Whence, then, can any one derive a name adapted to each? 
Or is it evident that it is difficult? Becaufe a certain antient caufe of the 
divifion of genera into fpecies was unknown to our anceftors, fo that 
none of them attempted to divide ; and on this account they were neceflarily 
very much in want of names. But at the fame time, though it may bea 
bolder affertion, for the fake of diftinétion, we fhall call the imitation which 
fubfifts with opinion doxomimetic ; but that which fubfifts in conjunction with 
{cience, a certain hifteric imitation. 

Tues. Be it fo. 

Guest. The other of thefe appellations, therefore, muft be ufed: fora 
fophift was not found to be among the fcientific, but among imitators. 

Tue#. And very much fo. 

Guest. Let us then confider this doxa/fice imitator, or one who imitates 
from opinion, as if he were iron, and fee whether he is found, or whether he 
contains in himfelf fomething twofold. 

Tuez. Let us confider. 

Guest. He is, therefore, very copious. For, of fophifts, one is foolith, 
thinking that he knows the things which he opines: but the figure of an- 
other, through his rolling like a cylinder in difcourfe, is replete with abun- 
dance of fufpicion and fear, that he is ignorant of thofe things which he 
feigns himfelf to know before others. 

Tuea. There are both thefe kinds of fophifts, as vou have faid. 
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Guest. May we not, therefore, place one of thefe as a fimple, and the 
other as an ironical imitator ? 

Tue. It is proper fo to do. 

Guest. And again, fhall we fay that the genus of this is one or two? 

THE. Do you fee whether it is or not. 

Guest. I confider; and two imitators appear to me: one employing 
irony among the multitude publicly, and in prolix difcourfes; and the other 
compelling the perfon who converfes with him to contradi@ himfelf, and this 
privately, and by fhort difcourfes. 

TuEz. You {peak moft rightly. . 

Guest. What then did we evince the imitator to be who employs prolix 
difcourfes? Did we evince him to be a politician, or a popular {peaker ? 

Tues. A popular fpeaker. 

Guest. But what did we call the other,—a wife man, or fophittic? 

Tues. To call him a wife man is impoffible, fince we have placed him 
as one who is ignorant; but as he is an imitator of a wife man, he muft 
evidently receive a fimilar appellation. And I now nearly underftand that 
this charater ought truly to be called one who is in every refpect a real 
fophift. 

Guest. Shall we not, therefore, bind together his name, as we did before, 
conneéting every thing from the end to the beginning ? 

Tues. Entirely fo. 

Guest. He, therefore, who compels thofe that converfe with him to con- 
tradi@t themfelves, who is a part of the ironic genus, and a doxaftic imitator, 
who likewife belongs to the phantaftic genus, which proceeds from the repre- 
fentative art, who is to be defined to be not a divine but a human produétion, 
and who by the artifice of his difcourfes belungs to the wonder-working divi- 
fion; he who fays that a real fophift is of this ftock and confanguinity will, 
as it appears, fpeak moft truly. 

Trez. Entirely fo. 


THE END OF THE soPHISTA. 
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SOME, fays Hermeas *, have endeavoured to fhow that this dialogue is 
concerning rhetoric, looking only to its beginning and end; others, that it 
is about the foul, fince here efpecially Socrates demonftrates its immortality ; 
and others, that it is about love, fince the beginning and occafion of the 
dialogue originate from this. For Lyfias had written an oration in order 
to prove that it is not proper to gratify a lover, but one who is not a 
lover; he being vehemently in love with Phædrus, but pretending that he 
was not. Wifhing, therefore, to withdraw him from other lovers, he 
vicioufly compofed an oration, the defign of which was to fhow that it is 
requifite rather to gratify one who is not a lover, than one who is; which 
gave occafion to Socrates to difcourfe concerning this intemperate love, 
together with temperate, divine, and enthufiaftic love, becaufe it is a love 
of this latter kind which fhould be embraced and followed. Others again 
affert that the dialogue is theological, on account of what is faid in the 
middle of it. But, according to others, its fubje& ıs rhe good, becaule 
Socrates fays that the fuperceleftial place has never been celebrated accord- 
ing to its defert, and that an uncoloured and unfigured effence there {ubtifts. 
And, laftly, others affert that it is concerning the beautiful itfelf. All thefe, 
therefore, form their opinion of the whole {cope of the dialogue from a 
certain part of it. For it is evident that the difcourfe concerning the foul 
is affumed for the fake of fomething elfe, and alfo that concerning the firft 
beauty: for Socrates afcends from ace beautiful things to this, atid to the 


2 In Scholiis MSS. in Phedrum. 
+ fupercelcftial 
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fuverceleftial place. It is alfo evident that the difcourfes about love are 
to be referred to the lover. It muft not, therefore, be faid that there are 
many fcopes; for it is neceffary that all of them fhould be extended to one 
thing, that the difcourfe may be as it were one animal. In fhort, Socrates 
{peaks concerning all-various beauty. Hence he begins from the apparent 
beauty in the form of Phedrus, with which Lyfias was enamoured, in con- 
fequence of falling off from the chara@ter of atrue lover. But afterwards 
he proceeds to the beauty in difcourfes, of which Phædrus is reprefented as 
a lover. From this he afcends to the beauty in foul, viz. to the virtues and 
{ciences; and thence, in his recantation, to the mundane Gods. After 
which he afcends to the intelligible fountain itfelf of beauty, to the God of 
love, and to the beautiful itfelf; whence he again defcends through the 
divifive art to the beautv in foul, and in the virtues and fciences; and after- 
wards again to the beauty in difcourfes, thus conjoining the end with the 
beginning. In fhort, the whole intention of the dialogue may be divided into 
three parts, correfponding to three lives:—into the intemperate love, which 
is feen in the oration of Lyfias; into the temperate, which is feen in the 
firft difcourfe of Socrates; and, in the third place, into the divinely infpired, 
which is feen in the recantation, and in the laft difcourfe of Socrates. It 
may alfo be faid that the lovers, the loves, and the objeéts of love, are ana- 
logous to thefe lives. Hence they do not much deviate from the defign of 
the dialogue who affert that it is concerning love, fince love is feen ina 
relation to the object of love: and it is neceflary indeed not to be ignorant 
of kindred differences, fince Plato himfelf does not deliver cafual diftinétions 
of love, and the object of love. However, it is evident that the leading 
{cope of the dialogue is not concerning love; for neither does it difcufs its 
effence, nor its power, but difcourfes concerning its energies in the world, 
and in fouls. But if Plato any where makes love the leading fcope of a 
dialogue, he difcourfes concerning its eflence, power, and energy. Hence 
in The Banquet, where love is the leading objeét, he delivers its middle 
nature, and its order, calling it a mighty damon, as binding fecondary to 
primary natures. But here, a difcourfe concerning the beautiful takes the 

lead, to which all things are clevated by love. 
And here it is neceflary to obferve, that the firft fubfiftence of the beautiful, 
the primary objeét of this dialogue, is in intelligible intellect, the extremity 
6 of 
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of the intelligible triad, where it fubfifts as an intelligible idea. It is this 
beauty which, according to Orpheus, when it arofe, aftonifhed the in- 
telleétual Gods, and produced in them an admiration of their father Phanes : 
for thus the theologift fings concerning it; 


Oavpaĝov xabopwwres ev asbeps Peyyos aedrrov, 
Ta pev amectiAGe xpo0s abavztoro Darntos. 


i. e. “they wondered on beholding in ether an unexpected light, with 
which the body of the immortal Phanes glittered.”” This beauty too, as we 
have obferved in a note on the Parmenides, is a vital intellectual form, the 
fource of fymmetry ! to all things, 

With refpe& to the perfons of the dialogue, they are Lyfias, or rather the 
oration of Lyfias, Phedrus, and Socrates; Lyfias and Phzdrus being, as we 
have faid, lovers of each other, but Socrates being the curator of youth, and 
the providential infpeétor of Phedrus, elevating him from the apparent and 
external beauty in words, to the beauty in foul and intelle. As fome 
however have accufed °? the dialogue as inflated in its diction, on account of 
what is faid in the recantation, it is neceffary to obferve, that Socrates 
employs words adapted to the things themfelves. For, as he difcourfes 
about objects unapparent, and unknown to the many, he accordingly ufes an 
elevated diction, and {uch as accords with an intelligible and divine effence. 

Indeed, if human nature in this its degraded condition is capable of receiv- 
ing the infpirations of divinity, and if a part of the prefent dialogue was 
compofed under fuch an influence, an accufation of this kind is certainly 
its greateft commendation. 

Hence it is juftly obferved by Proclus 3, “ that Plato in this dialogue being 
infpired by the Nymphs, and exchanging human intelligence for fury, which 
is a thing far more excellent, delivers many arcane dogmas concerning the 


1 Symmetry, according to the moft accurate and philofophical definition of it, is the dominion 
of that which is naturally more over that which is naturally 4/ excellent. Hence fymmetry then 
fubfifts in body, when form vanquifhes matter. Had Mr. Burke known and underftood the above 
definition of beauty, he would not have given to the world fuch a crudity as his treatife On the 
Sublime and Beautiful. 

* Diczarchus, according to Cicero vi. 2. ad Atticum. is faid to have reprehended this dialogue 
as too vehement, becaufe it breathes of the dithyrambic character. 

3 In Plat. Theol. lib. i. p. 8. 

intellectual 
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intellectual Gods, and many concerning the liberated rulers of the univerfe, 
who elevate the multitude of mundane Gods to the intelligible monads, 
feparate from the wholes which this univerfe contains. And ftill more does 
he deliver about the mundane Gods themfelves, celebrating their intelleétions 
and fabrications about the world, their unpolluted providence, their govern- 
ment about fouls, and other particulars which Socrates difclotes in this dia- 
logue according to a deific energy.” 

I only add, that though there are frequent allufions in this dialogue to that 
unnatural vice which was fo fafhionable among the Greeks, yet the reader 
will find it feverely cenfured in the courfe of the dialogue by our divine 
philofopher. There can be no reafon to fear, therefore, that the ears of 
the modeft will be fhocked by fuch allufions, fince they are inferted with no 
other view than that they may be exploded as they deferve. But if, not- 
withftanding this, any one fhall perfift in reprobating certain parts of the 
dialogue as indecent, it may be fairly concluded, that {fuch a one poffefies 
the affectation of modefty without the reality; and that he is probably a 
bigot to fome defpicable and whining fe& of religion, in which cant and 
grimace are the fubftitutes for genuine piety and worth. 


THE 


THE PHADRUS. 


PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 


SOCRATES ann PHEDRUS. 


SCENE—THE BANKS OF THE ILISSUS. 


SOCRATES, 


W HITHER are you going, my dear Phadrus, and from whence came 
you? 

Puzpr. From Lyfias, the fon of Cephalus, Socrates; but I am going, for 
the fake of walking, beyond the walls of the city. For I have been fitting 
with him a long time, indeed from very early in the morning till now. But 
being perfuaded by Acumenus!, who is your affociate as well as mine, to 
take {fome exercife, I determined upon that of walking. For he faid that this 
kind of exercife was not fo laborious, and at the fame time was more health- 


ful, than that of the courfe. 
Soc. He fpeaks well, my friend, on this fubject: and fo Lyfias then, as 


it feems, was in the city. 
Puampr. He was. For he dwells with Epicrates in this houfe of Mory- 


chus, which is next to that of Olympius. 

Soc. But what was his employment there? Or did not Lyfias treat you 
with a banquet of orations ? 

Puzpr. You fhall hear, if you have but leifure to walk along with me, 


and attend, 
t This Acumenus the phyfician is alfo mentioned by Plato in the Protagoras, and by Xenophon 


in the third book of the Sayings and Deeds of Socrates. 
VOL, IIL. 2 P Soc. 
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Soc. But what, do you not think that I, according to Pindar, would con- 
fider as a thing fuperior to bufinefs, the relation of your converfation with 
Lyfias? 

PHzDR. Go on then. 

Soc. Begin the relation then. 

PHÆDR. And indeed, Socrates, the hearing of this is proper for you’. 
For I do not know how it happened fo, but our difcourfe was amatory. 
For Lyfias, through the perfuafion of fome beautiful perfon, though not one 
of his lovers, bad compofed an oration on love, and this in a very elegant 
manner: in the courfe of which he afferts that one who does not love ought 
to be gratified rather than a lover. 

Soc. Generous man! I wifh he had likewife afferted that this fhould be 
the cafe with the poor rather than the rich, the old than the young, and fo in 
all the reft, that thus I myfelf, and many more of us, might be gratified * : 
for then his difcourfe would have been both polite and publicly ufeful. Iam 
therefore fo defirous ? of hearing his oration, that if you fhould even walk 
as far as to Megara, and, like Herodicus +4, when you had reached the walls, 
immediately turn back again, I fhould not leave you. 

PHEDR. What do you fay, moft excellent Socrates? Do you think me 
fo much of an idiot as to fuppofe myfelf capable of relating, in fuch a man- 
ner as it deferves, a difcourfe which Lyfias, the moft {kilful writer of the 
prefent age, was a long time in compofing at his leifure? I am certainly 
very far from entertaining {uch a fuppofition: though I would rather be able 
to do this than be the poffeffer of a great quantity of gold. 

Soc. O Phedrus, if I do not know Phaedrus, I am likewife forgetful of my- 
felf; but neither of thefe happens to be the cafe. For I well know that 


1 Socrates acknowledges that he knew the three following things, viz. the amatory art, as in the 
Banquet he fays concerning Diotima, “ fhe taught me amatory affairs ;” the mateutic art, as in the 
Theetetus he fays, ‘ divinity has ordered me to exercife obftetrication;” and rhe diale€ic art, as 
in the Cratylus, “ for I know nothing, fays he, except to give and take words.” 

2 It is {carcely neceffary to obferve that Socrates fays this ironically. 

3 Socrates defires to hear, becaufe he vehemently wifhes, from his amatory difpofition, to ener- 
gize divinely, and to fave the youth. 

« This Herowicus, as we are informed by Hermeas, was a phyfician, who made gymnaftic ex- 
ercifes beyond the walls, beginning from a certain commenfurate interval at no great diftance, as 
far as to the wall, and turning back again; and doing this often, he performed his exercifes. 
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he has not only heard the difcourfe of Lyfias once", but that he has defired 
him to repeat it often: and that Lyfias willingly complied with his requeft. 
But neither was this fufficient for Phedrus; but having at length obtained 
the book, he confidered that which he moftly defired to fee. And fitting 
down to perufe it very early in the morning, he continued his employment, 
till being fatigued, he went out for a walk; and, by the dog, as it appears to 
me committed it to memory, unlefs perhaps it was too long for this purpofe. 
But he dire¢éted his courfe beyond the walls, that he might meditate on this 
oration. Meeting, however, with one who was madly fond of ditcourfe, he 
rejoiced on beholding him, becaufe he fhould have a partner in his corybantic 
fury; and defired him to walk on, But when that lover of difcourfe re- 
quefted him to repeat the oration, he feigned as if he was unwilling to com- 
ply; but though he was unwilling that any one fhould hear him voluntarily, 
he was at length compelled to the relation. 1 therefore entreat, Phzdrus, 
that you will quickly accomplifh all I defire. 

Pyzpr. Well then, I will endeavour to fatisfy you in the beft manner I 
am able; for I fee you will not difmifs me till I have exerted my utmoft 
abilities to pleafe you. 

Soc. You perfectly apprehend the truth refpeéting me. 

Puezpr. I will therefore gratify you; but, ia reality, Socrates, I have not 
learned by heart the words of this oration, though I nearly retain the fenfe 
of all the arguments by which he fhows the difference between a lover and 
one who does not love; and thefe I will fummarily relate to you in order, 
beginning from the firft. 

Soc. But fhow me firft, my friend, what you have got there in your left * 

hand, 


1 Not to hear once, but often, fays Hermeas, manifefts the unwearied labour of men about 
apparent beauty. The book here fignifies that fenfible beauties are images of images, as the 
letters in it are primarily indicative of the foul, but fecondarily of the reafons proceeding from the 
foul. A dog is dedicated to Hermes, and is the laft veftige of the Mercurial feries. As the pre- 
fent hypothefis, therefore, is about the oration of Lyfias, and Hermes is the infpeCtive guardian 
of difcourfe, Socrates very properly fwears by the dog. It may alfo be faid that he thus {wears as 
reverencing the extremity of this order, and through it calling the infpective Hermes himfelf as 
a witnefs. 

2 The left hand here manifefts that a rhetoric of this kind is extended to the worfe, or in other 
words, the paflive part of the foul; and that it does not pertain to the pure power and fummit 
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hand, under your cloak: for 1 fufpeé& that you have got the oration itfelf, 
And if this be the cafe, think thus with yourfelf refpe€ting me, that I per- 
fe€tly efteem you ; but that, when Lyfias is prefent, it is by no means my in- 
tention to liften to you. And therefore fhow it me. 

Pozpr. You ought to defift : for you have deftroyed thofe hopes, Socrates, 
which I entertained refpecting you ; the hopes I mean of contefting with you. 
But where are you willing we fhould fit, while we read? 

Soc. Let us, turning hither, direét our {teps towards the river Iliffus: and 
afterwards, when you fhall think proper to reit, we will fit down. 

PHÆDR. And this will be very feafonable, as it appears, for I am at pre- 
fent without fhoes * ; but this is always the cafe with you. It will be eafy, 
therefore, for us to walk by the fide of the brook, moiftening our feet; nor 
will it be unpleafant, efpecially at this feafon of the vear, and this time of 
the day. 

Soc. Go on then, and at the fame time look out for a place where we 
may fit down. 

Puzpr. Do you fee that moft lofty plane tree? 

Soc. Why, what then ? 

Puæpr. For there, there is a cool fhade, moderate breezes of wind, and 
foft grafs, upon which we may either fit, or, if you are fo difpofed, lie down. 

Soc. Let us go then. 

Pxazpr. But inform me, Socrates, whether this is not the place in which 
Boreas is reported to have ravifhed Orithya from Iliffus. 


of the rational foul, viz. to intelleét, but rather to the doxaftic and phantaftic part. But the book 
being concealed under the garment of Phzedrus, fignifes that fuch rhetoric is involved in dark- 
nefs, and is fallen from the light of fcience: for it is converfant with doxaftic and material con- 
cerns, and with human trifles. 

1 The being without fhoes here fignifies promptitude, the unfuperfluous, and an aptitude to the 
anagogic, which indeed were always prefent with Socrates, but with Phzedrus at that time, be- 
caufe he was about to be perfected by Socrates. The fummer alfo, and mid-day, are adapted to 
re-elevation, conformably to that faying of Heraclitus, that the foul that has a dry fplendaur is 
the wifeft. The dipping the feet in the brook fignifies the touching on generation with the lait 
and moft abject powers of the foul; for thefe are indicated by the feet: the rational foul at the 
fame time fupernally contemplating generation. ‘The breezes of wind alfo manifeft the providen- 
tial infpiration of the Gods: but the fhade fignifies an intelligible, unapparent, and elevating power; 
remote from that which is fenfible and which agitates; for this latter is indicated by the light. 


Soc. 
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Soc. It is reported fo indeed. 
Puæpr. Was it not juft here then? for the brooks hereabouts appear to 


be grateful to the view, pure and tranfparent, and very well adapted to the 
fports of virgins. 

Soc. It was not, but two or three ftadia lower down, where we meet 
with the temple of Diana‘, and in that very place there is a certain altar 
facred to Boreas ’. 

PHEDR. 


* The Athenians, fays Hermeas, eftablifhed a temple of Rural Diana, becaule this Goddefs is 
the infpe€tive guardian of every thing rural, and repreffes every thing ruftic and uncultivated. 
But the altars and temples of the Gods, fignify their allotments; as you may alfo call the altar 
and temple of the fun, and of the foul of the fun, this mundane body, or apparent folar orb. So 
that in this place the allotments and illuminations of the Gods themfelves in temples will be the 
intelligible theory, and which inveftigates univerfal through particulars, and dcing through that 
which appears to Jubi. But the temple of this theory will be intelleét. 

2 A twofold folution, fays Hermeas, may be given of this fable; one from hiftory, more 
ethical, but the other transferring us to wholes. And the former of thefe is as follows: Orithya 
was the daughter of Erectheus, and the prieftefs of Boreas; for each of the winds has a prefiding 
deity, which the teleftic art, or the art pertaining to facred myfterics, religioufly cultivates. To 
this Oriihya then, the God was fo very propitious, that he fent the north wind for the fafety of 
the country; and befides this, he is faid to have affifted the Athenians in their naval battles. 
Orithya, therefore, becoming enthufiaftic, being poffefled by her proper God Boreas, and no 
longer energizing as man (for animals ceafe to energize according to their own idioms when 
poffeffed by fuperior caufes), died under the infpiring influence, and thus was faid to have been 
tavifhed by Boreas. And this is the more ethical explanation of the fable. 

But the fecond which transfers the narration to wholes is as follows, and does not entirely fub- 
vert the former: for divine fables often employ tranfaQions and hiftories in fubferviency to the 
difcipline of wholes. They fay then, that Erectheus is the God that rules over the threc elements, 
air, water, and earth. Sometimes, however, he is confidered as alone the ruler of the earth, and 
fometimes as the prefiding deity of Attica alone. Of this deity Oriihya is the daughter; and fhe 
is the prolific power of the earth, which is, indeed, coextended with the word Erectheus, as the 
unfolding of the name fignifies : for it is the prolific power of the earth flourifbing and reftored accord- 
ing to the feafens. But Boreas is the providence of the Gods fupernally illuminating fecondary 
natures: for they fignify the providence of the Gods in the world by Boreas; becaufe this Divi- 
nity blows from lofty places. But the anagogic power of the Gods is fignified by the fouth wind, 
becaufe this wind blows from low to lofty places ; and befides this, things fituated towards the 
fouth are more divine. The providence of the Gods, therefore, caufes the prolific power of the 
earth, or of the Attic land, to a/cend, and proceed into the apparent. 

Orıthya alfo, fays Hermeas, may be faid to be a foul * afpiring after things above, from opovw 


» This is according to the pfychical mode of interpreting fables, See the General Introdudlion, vol. 1, of 


this worka 
and 
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PHÆDR. Idid not perfe&ly know this. But tell me, by Jupiter, Socrates, 
are you perfuaded that this fabulous narration * is true? 


Soc. If I fhould not believe in it, as is the cafe with the wife, I thould 
not be abfurd: and afterwards, {peaking fophiftically, I fhould fay that the 
wind Boreas hurled from the neighbouring rocks Orithya, {porting with 
Pharmacia ; and that fhe dying in confequence of this, was faid to have been 
ravifhed by Boreas, or from the hill of Mars. There is alfo another report 
that fhe was not ravifhed from this place, but from that. But for my own 
part, Phzedrus, I confider interpretations of this kind as pleafant enough, but 
at the fame time, as the province of a man vehemently curious and laborious, 
and not entirely happy ; and this for no other reafon, than becaufe after fuch 
an explanation, it is neceffary for him to correé the fhape of the Centaurs and 
Chimæra. And, befides this, a crowd of Gorgons and Pegafuses will pour 
upon him for an expofition of this kind, and of certain other prodigious, 


and $s, according to the Attic cuftom of adding a letter at the end of a word, which letter is 
here an w. Such a foul, therefore, is ravifhed by Boreas fupernally blowing. But if Orithya 
was hurled from a precipice, this alfo is appropriate: for fuch a foul dies a philofophic, not 
receiving a phyfical death, and abandons a proairetic *, at the fame time that fhe lives a phyfical 
life. And philofophy, according to Socrates in the Phedo, is nothing elfe than a meditation of 
ceath. Is ‘hen Orithya be the foul of Phzdrus, but Boreas Socrates ravifhing and leading it 
to a proairet ath. 

t According to fome, Socrates in what he now fays, does not admit the explanations of fables. 
It is evident, however, that he frequently does admit and employ fables. But he now blames 
thofe explanations which make fables to be nothing more than certain hiftories, and unfold them 
into material caufes, airs, and earth, and winds, which do not revert to true beings, nor harmo- 
nize with divine concerns. Hence Socrates now fays, If unfolding this fable 1 fhould recur to 
phyfical caufes, and fhould affert that the wind Boreas, blowing vehemently, hurled Orithya as 
as fhe was playing from the rock, and thus dying fhe was faid to have been ravifhed by Boreas,—~ 
fhould I not {peak abfurdly ? For this explanation which is adopted by the «wife, viz. by thofe 
who are employed in phyfical {peculations, is meagre and conjectural; fince it does not recur to 
true beings, but to natures, and winds, and airs, and vortices, as he alfo fays in the Phædo. He 
rejects, therefore, thefe naturalifts, and thofe who thus explain the fable, as falling into the indefi- 
nite and infinite, and not recurring to foul, intellect, and the Gods. But when Socrates fays that 
he confiders fuch interpretations as the province of a man very curious and laborious, and not entirely 
happy, thefe words indicate the being converfant with things fenfible and material. And the 
Centaurs, Chimeras, Gorgons, and Pegafuses are powers which prefide over a material nature, 
and the region about the earth. But for an account of divine fables, and fpecimens of the mode 
in which they ought to be explained, fee the Introduction to the fecond book of the Republic. 


t That is a life pertaining to her own will ; for the foul in this cafe gives herfelf up to the will of divinity. 
natures, 
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natures, immenfe both in multitude and novelty. All which, ig any one, 
not believing in their literal meaning, fhould draw to a probable fenfe, 
employing for this purpofe a certain ruftic wifdom, he will ftaud in need 
of moft abundant leifure. With refpeét to mytelf indeed, I have not leifure 
for fuch an undertaking; and this becaufe I am not yet able, according 
to the Delphic precept, to know * myfelf. But it appears to me to be 
ridiculous, while Iam yet ignorant of this, to fpeculate things foreign from 
the knowledge of myfelf. Hence, bidding farewell to thefe, and being 
perfuaded in the opinion which I have juft now mentioned refpecting them, 
I do not contemplate thefe, but myfelf, confidering whether 1 am nota 
wild beaft?, poffeffing more folds than Typhon, and far more raging and 
fierce; or whether | am a more mild and fimple animal, naturally par- 
ticipating of a certain divine and modeft condition. But are we not, my 
friend, in the midft of our difcourfe arrived at our deftined feat? and is 
not yonder the oak to which you was to lead us ? 
Puæpr. That indeed is it. 
Soc. By Juno 3, a beautiful retreat. For the plane-tree very widely fpreads 
its fhady branches, and is remarkably tall; and the height and opacity 
of 


* If any man ever knew himfelf, this was certainly the cafe with Socrates. In what he now 
fays, therefore, his meaning may be, either that he does not yet know himfelf as pure foul iefelf, 
but that as being in body he knows himfelf; or that he does not yet know himfelf, as he is 
known by divinity. 

2 For it is evident that he who knows himfelf knows all things: for, in confequence of the 
foul being raymopOov ayaruz an omniform image, he beholds all things in himfelf. By Typhon 
here we muit underftand that power which prefides over the confufed and difordered in the uni- 
verfe, or in other words the laft proceffion of things. The term manifold, therefore, in this place 
muft not be applied to the God Typhon, but to that over which he prefides, as being in its own 
nature moved in a confufed, difordered, and manifold manner. For it is ufual with fables to 
refer the properties of the objects of providential care to the providing powers themfelves. 

3 Socrates mentions Juno, fays Hermeas, as generating and adorning the beauty of the mun- 
dane fabrication; and hence fhe is faid to have received the Ceftus from Venus. Employing, 
therefore, true praife, he firft celebrates the place from the three elements air, water, and earth ; 
and afterwards he triply divides the vegetable productions of the earth into firt, middle, and laft. 
For this is evident from what he fays of the plane tree, the willow, and the grafs. He 
fhows, too, that all the fenfes were delighted except the tafte. But Achelous is the deity who 


prefides over the much-honoured power of water: for, by this mighty river, the God who is the 
infpective 
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-of the willow, are perfe€tly beautiful, being now in the vigour of its vege- 
tation, and, on this account, filling all the place with the moft agreeable 
odour. Add too, that a moft pleafant fountain of extreme cool water flows 
under the plane-tree, as may be inferred from its effe&t on our feet, and 
which appears to be facred to certain nymphs, and to Achelous, from the 
virgins and ftatues with which it is adorned. Then again, if you are fo 
difpofed, take notice how lovely and very agreeable the air of the place is, 
and what a fummer-like and fonorous finging refounds from the choir of 
grafshoppers. But the moft elegant profpeG of all is that of the grafs, which 
in a manner fo extremely beautiful, naturally adapts itfelf to receive on the 
gradual {teep the reclining head. So that, my dear Phzedrus, you have led 
me hither as a gueft in the moft excellent manner. 

PHÆDR. But you, O wonderful man, appear to a& moft abfurdly ; for 
bv your difcourfe one might judge you to be {fome ftranger and not a native 
of the place. And, indeed, one might conclude that you had never paffed 
beyond the bounds of the city, nor ever deferted its walls. 

Soc. Pardon me, moft excellent Phædrus, for I am a lover of learning: 
and, hence I confider that fields 7 and trees are not willing to teach me any 
thing; but that this can be effected by men refiding in the city. You indeed 
appear to me to have difcovered an enchantment capable of caufing my 
departure from hence. For as they lead famifhed animals whither they 
pleafe, by extending to them leaves or certain fruits; fo you, by extending 
to me the difcourfes contained in books, may lead me about through all 


Attica, and indeed wherever you pleafe. But now, for the prefent, fince 
we 


infpeQtive guardian of potable water is manifefied. Nymphs are goddeffes who prefide over 
regeneration, and are miniftrant to Bacchus the offspring of Semele. Hence they dwell near 
water, that is, they afcend into generation. But this Bacchus fupplies the regeneration of the 
whole fenfible world. Axeawos de ests ò epopos Seog THs roAVTHAOU Suvzuews vatos dia yup Tov MEVITTOU 
TOUTOU Woraucy Tey ePopcy Yeov dyrouz7s Teu moticu vdATOS* wugAaL Ge ici popoi Sear Tns woaryyeveriag 
pitoupyss tov ex Leusrng A:ewoov. Avo xa TAP TA vats Eig, TOUTETTI TH YEVETEL emiGeCnxariv® ouros 
Gt & Atozuros tng TAMYYEVESIAG UTAIXEL TKYTOS TEU aacAnToU. 

! This manifelts, as it is beautifully cbferved by Hermeas, that Socrates always adhered to his 
proper princi; les and caufes, and his own intelligible and proper divinities. For the true country 
of fouls is the intelligible world. His difcipline, therefore, was not derived from things fenfible 


and refifting, but from raticnal and intellc€tua! fouls, and from intellect itfelf. The country is 
indeed 
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we are arrived hither, I for my part am difpofed to lie down; but do you, 
affuming whatever pofition you think moft convenient, begin to rcad. 
Puzpr. Hear then.—‘¢ You are well acquainted with the ftate of my 
affairs, and you have heard, I think, that it is moft conducive to my advan- 
tage for them to fubfift in this manner. But it appears to me that I am not 
unworthy to be deprived of what I with to obtain, becaufe I am not one of 
your lovers: for lovers, when their defires ceafe, repent themfelves of the 
benefits which they have beftowed ; but there is no time in which it is pro- 
per for thofe void of love to repent their beneficence ; fince they do not 
confult from neceffity, but voluntarily, and in the beft manner about their 
own affairs, and do good as far as their circumftances will admit. Befides, 
lovers fometimes reflect how negligently they have attended, through love, to 
their own concerns, what benefits they have beftowed, to their own lofs, and 
what labours they have undergone ; and therefore think they have conferred 
favours worthy the objeéts of their love. But thofe void of love, neither 
blame themfelves for neglecting their affairs, nor complain of paft labours, 
or difagreement with their familiars, as produced by fome beloved object. 
So that fuch mighty evils being removed, nothing elfe remains for them 
than to perform with willingnefs and alacrity whatever they think will be 
acceptable to the objects of their beneficent exertions. Befides, if it is faid that 
lovers make much of the party beloved, becaufe they love in the moft emi- 
nent degree, and are always prepared, both in words and ations, to comply 
with the defires of their beloved, though they fhould offend others by fo 
doing; it is eafy to know that this is not the truth, becaufe lovers far more 
efteem the pofterior than the prior objeéts of their love; and if the more re- 


indeed fo far pleafant only to an intellectual man, as it is favourable to folitude, and this becaufe 
folitude is favourable to contemplation ; but to be delighted with trees, and meadows, and ftreams, 
merely for their own fakes, is the province of fuch as are capable of no other energies than thofe 
of fenfe and imagination. Socrates, in following Phzedrus, likewife manifefts his providential 
energy about youth, and his with to fave them. But his hearing ina reclined pofition, fignifies 
his energizing about things of a more abject nature, fuch as were the opinions of Lyfias about 
beauty. For it is neceflary, as Hermeas well obferves, to accommodate the figures alfo to the 
hypothefes. Hence, in his recantation, Socrates very properly uncovers his head, becaufe he 
there difcourfes on divine love. As, therefore, now intending to energize about more abject 
beauty, he hears reclining ; aflimilating the apparent figure to the difcourfe. Thus alfo in the 
Phædo, he fat in an upright pofture on the bed when he was about to fpeak concerning the phi- 


lofopher. 
VOL, IIT. 2Q cently 


298 THE PHÆDRUS. 


cently beloved party thinks fit, they are even willing to treat injurioufly the 
former fubjeéts of their regard. But to what elfe is it proper to afcribe fuch 
a conduét, except that calamity, love; a conduét which he who had never 
experienced this paffion would never fuppofe poffible to exift. And befides 
this, lovers themiclves confefs that they are rather difeafed than prudent, 
and that they know their ill condition with refpe@ to prudence, but are un- 
able to fubdue it. But how can fuch as are properly prudent approve the 
defires of fuch as are thus diieafed? Befides, if you fhould with to choofe 
among lovers the beft affociate, your choice muft be confined to a few ; but 
if you defire to find among others one mo accommodated to yourfelf, you 
may choofe out of many, And there are much more hopes of finding one 
worthy of your friendfhip among a many than a few. If, therefore, you re- 
verence the eftablifhed law, and are afraid left the infamy of offenders fhould 
be your portion, it is proper to remember that lovers, who confider them- 
felves as loved with a mutual regard, are accuftomed to boaft that they 
have-not beftowed their labour in vain; but that fuch as are not infeéted 
with love, being better than thefe, content themfelves with enjoying that 
which is beft rather than the opinion of men. But ftill further, when the 
multitude perceive lovers following the objects of their affe€tion, and beftow- 
ing all poffible affiduity in this employment, they are neceffarily perfuaded 
that when they perceive them difcourfing with each other, the defire of 
coition has either then taken place, or is about to do fo: but they do not 
attempt to reproach the familiarity of fuch as are without love, as they know 
it is neceffary that they muft either difcourfe through friendfhip, or fome 
other pleafure unconnected with coition. And, indeed, if in confequence of 
this dorine you are afraid that it will be difficult for friendfhip to remain, 
and that difagreements, by fome means or other arifing, will become a com- 
mon deftruétion to both; at the fame time premifing that you fhall thus 
fuffer a great injury in moft of your tranfactions ; if this is the cafe, you 
ought with much greater reafon to be afraid of lovers. For there are many 
things afflictive to thefe, and they confider every thing as happening to their 
difadvantage. Hence, they prohibit the objects of their regard from affoci- 
ating with other lovers, dreading left the wealthy fhould furpafs them in 
wealth, and the learned in knowledge; and, as far as they are able, preferve 
them from the company of thofe who poffefs any thing good. And thus, by 

perfuading 
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perfuading them to abftain from fuch as thefe, they caute them to abandon 
their friends. If, therefore, you confider your own advantage, you will be 
wifer than thefe, and willentirely difagree with them in opinion, But fuch 
as are not your lovers, but who aét in a becoming manner through virtue, 
will not envy your affociation with others, but will rather hate thofe who 
are unwilling to be your familiars; thinking that you are defpifed by fuch 
as thefe, but that you are benefited Ly your affociates. So that there is much 
more reafon to hope that friendfhip will be produced by this means, than that 
enmity will arife from fuch a conne¢tion. Add to this, that the moft part 
of lovers defire the poffeffion of the body before they know the manners, or 
have made trial of any thing elfe belonging to the beloved obje&: fo that it 
is uncertain whether they will {till wifh to be friends to them, when the 
defire produced by love is no more. But it is probable that fuch as are with- 
out love, fince from the commencement of their friendfhip they acted with- 
out regarding venereal delight,—it is probable that they will act with lefs 
ardour, but that they will leave their a¢tions as monuments of their conduct 
in futurity. Befides, it will be more advantageous to you to be perfuaded 
by me than by a lover. For lovers will praife both your fayings and actions 
beyond all meafure; fome through fear, left they fhould offend vou ; but 
others, in confequence of being depraved in their judgment, through defire, 
For love will point you out to be fuch. It Jikewife compels the unfortunate 
to confider as calamitous things which caufe no moleftation to others, and 
obliges the fortunate to celebrate as pleafant, things which are not deferving 
of delight: fo that it is much more proper to commiferate than emulate 
lovers. But if you will be perfuaded by me, in the firft place I will affociate 
with you, without caring for prefent pleafure, but for the fake of future ad- 
vantage; not vanquifhed by love, but fubduing myfelf; nor for mere trifles 
exciting fevere enmity, but indulging a vety little anger, and this but flowly 
even for great offences: pardoning, indeed, involuntary faults, and endea- 
vouring to turn you from the commiffion of fuch as are voluntary. For thefe 
are the marks of a friendfhip likely to endure for a very extended period of 
time. However, if it fhould appear to you that friendfhip cannot be firm 
unle{s it is united with the lover, you fhould confider that, according to this, 
we ought not to be very fond of our children or parents, nor reckon thofe 
friends faithful, who became fuch, not from defire, but from ftudies of a 
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different kind. But further ftill, if it is requifite to gratify in the moft emi- 
nent degree thofe who are in want, it is proper to benefit, not the beft of 
men, but the moft needy : for, being liberated from the greateft evils, they 
will render them the moft abundant thanks. And befides this, in the exer- 
tions of your own private benevolence, it is not proper to call your friends, but 
mendicants and thofe who ftand in need of alimentary fupplies. For thefe 
will delight in you, and follow you; will ftand before your doors, and teftify 
the moft abundant fatisfaction ; render you the greateft thanks, and pray for 
your profperity. But, perhaps, it is proper not to be pleafed with thofe who 
are vehemently needy, but rather with thofe who are able to repay you with 
thanks, nor with lovers only but with thofe deferving your attention. Nor 
again, with thofe who enjoy the beauty of your youth, but with fuch as may 
participate your kindnefs when you are old. Nor with thofe who, when 
their defire is accomplifhed, are ambitious of obtaining others, but with 
thofe who through modefty are filent towards all men. Nor ‘with thofe who 
officioufly attend upon you for a fhort time, but with thofe who are fimilarly 
your friends through the whole of life. Nor, laftly, with thofe who, when 
defire is extinguifhed, feek after occafions of enmity ; but with thofe who, 
when the flower of vour beauty is decayed, will then exhibit their virtue and 
regard. Do you, therefore, remember what I have faid, and confider that 
friends admonifh lovers, that they are engaged in a bafe purfuit; but that 
thofe void of love are never blamed by any of their familiars, as improperly 
confulting about themfelves, through a privation of love. Perhaps you will 
afk me whether I perfuade you to gratify all who are not lovers. But I 
think that even a lover would not exhort you to be equally affected towards 
all your lovers: for neither would this deferve equal thanks from the re- 
ceiver; nor would you, who are defirous to conceal yourfelf from others, be 
able to accomplifh this with equal facility towards all. Jt is, however, ne- 
ceflary that you fhould receive no injury from your lover; but that fome 
advantage fhould accrue to both. To me it appears, therefore, that 1 have 
faid fufficient ; but if you think any thing fhould be added, inform me what 
it is.” 

How does this difcourfe appear to you, Socrates? Is not the oration com- 
pofed in a tranfcendent manner, both as to the fentiments and the ftruéture 
of the words? : 


Soc, 
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Soc. Divinely indeed, my friend, fo as that I am aftonifhed. And in the 
fame tranfcendent manner am I affected towards you, Piadrus, while I 
behold you, becaufe you appeared to me in the courfe of reading the oration 
to be tranfported with delight. As I confidered, therefore, that you was 
more fkilful in fuch affairs than myfelf, I followed you; and, in following, 
was agitated together with you, O divine head! with bacchic fury. 

Puzpr. Are you difpofed to jeft in this manner ? 

Soc. Do I appear then to you to jeft, and not to {peak ferioufly ? 

PHÆDR. You by no means appear to be ferious, Socrates. But, by Ju- 
piter, who prefides over friendfhip, tell me whether you think that any one 
of the Greeks could fay any thing greater and more copioufly on this 
fubject ? 

Soc. But what, do you think that a difcourfe ought to be praifed by you 
and me, becaufe its compofer has faid what is fufficient? and not for this 
alone, that he has artificially fafhioned every word clear, and round, and 
accurate? For, if it is neceflary, this muft be granted for your fake : for it 
is concealed from me, through my nothingnefs. Hence, I only attended to 
the eloquence of the compofer; for, as to the other particular, I do not 
believe that even Lyfias will think himfelf fufficient. And indeed to me, 
Phædrus, it appears (unlefs you fay otherwife) that he has twice and thrice 
repeated the fame things, as if he did not poflefs a great copioufnefs of dif- 
courfe upon the fame fubje& : or, perhaps, he took no great care about a thing 
of this kind. And befides this, he feems to me to act in a juvenile manner, by 
fhowing that he can exprefs the fame thing in different ways, and yet at the 
fame time, according to each mode, in the beft manner poffible. 

PHÆDR. You fpeak nothing to the purpofe, Socrates: for this oration 
poffeffes a copioufnefs of fentiment in the moft eminent degree. For he has 
omitted nothing belonging to his fubjeét, which he could with propriety in- 
troduce: fo that, befides what has been faid by him, no one could ever be 
able to difcourfe, either more abundantly or more to the purpofe, on the 
fame fubjeéct, than he has done. 

Soc. I cannot grant you this: for the wife of old, both men and women, 
who have difcourfed and written on this fubje@, would confute me, if I fhould 
admit this for the fake of gratifying you. 

6 PHZEDR. 
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Puzpr. Who are thofe antients? and where have you heard better things 
than thefe? 

Soc. I do not fufficiently remember at prefent; but it is manifeft that I 
have fomewhere heard of fome of thefe, fuch as the beautiful Sappho, or 
the wife Anacreon, or certain other writers. But from whence do I derive 
this conjecture? Becaufe, O divine man! finding my breaft full of con- 
ceptions, I perceive that I have fomething to fay in addition to what has 
been already delivered, and this not of an inferior nature. I well know, 
indeed, that I underftand nothing about fuch things from myfelf, as I am 
con{cious of my own ignorance, It remains therefore, I think, that I myfelf, 
like a veffel, fhould be filled with knowledge, through hearing, from the 
fountains of others; but that, through my dulnefs of apprehenfion, I fhould 
again forget how, and from whom, I received the information. 

PHEDR. You fpeak, moft generous man, in the moft excellent manner. 
For you cannot inform me, though I fhould command you to do fo, how, 
and from whom, you derived your knowledge ; but this which you fpeak of 
you are able to accomplifh, fince you poffefs more abundant and more ex- 
cellent conceptions than thofe contained in the oration of Lyfias. And if 
you are but able to accomplith this, I promife you, after the manner of the 
nine Archons, to place a golden ftatue of an equal meafure at Delphi, not 
of mytelf only, but likewife of you. 

Soc. You are of a moft friendly difpofition, Phzdrus, and truly golden, 
if you fuppofe me to have afferted that Lyfias was perfectly faulty, and that 
fomething better might have been faid than the whole of this: for [ do not 
think that this can ever happen, even to the worft of writers. But to the 
point in hand, about this oration: Do you think that any one who afferts 
that it is more proper to gratify one who does not love than a lover can 
have any thing to fay befides his affertion, if he omits to prove that he who 
is void of love is prudent, but the lover is not fo; and praifes the one, but 
blames the other è? But I think that omiffions of this kind are to be fuffered, 
and even pardoned, in a writer; and that it is not the invention of thefe dif- 
courfes, but the elegance of the compofition, which ought to be praifed. But 
in things which are not_neceflary, and which are difficult to difcover, I think 
that not only the compofition, but likewife the invention, fhould be praile. 

PHZEDR, 
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Pizpr. Iaffent to what you fay: for you appear to me to fpeak modeftly. 
I will therefore allow you to fuppofe that a lover is more difeafed than one 
who is void of love; but, if in what remains you {peak more copioufly and 
more to the purpofe than Lyfias, you fhall ftand in Olympia, artificially 
fabricated, near the Cypfelidz '. 

Soc. You are ferious, Phedrus, becaufe I have found fault with a man 
who is exceedingly beloved by you; and you think that I have in reality 
attempted to {peak fomething more copious than what his wifdom has pro- 
duced, 

Puzpr. In this affair, my friend, you have afforded me a fimilar handle 
to that which I fome time fince afforded you, and it is neceflary for you to 
{peak upon this fubje&t in the beft manner you are able. And that we may 
not be compelled to adopt that troublefome method of comedians, by anfwer- 
ing one another, take care of yourfelf; and do not oblige me to retort upon 
you “If I, O Socrates! am ignorant of Socrates, I am alfo forgetful of 
myfelf.”” And, ‘ that he defires to fpeak, indeed, but feigns to be unwil- 
ling.” In fhort, affure yourfelf that we fhall not depart from hence before 
you have difclofed to me that which you keep concealed in your breaft, For 
there is none but us two; we are in a folitary place; and I am both 
ftronger and younger than you. From all this, then, underftand what I fay; 
and by no means difpofe yourfelf to be forced to fpeak, rather than to dif- 
courfe of your own accord. 

Soc. But, O bleffed Phzedrus! it would certainly be ridiculous in me, 
who am but an idiot, to contend with that excellent writer, and this too 
extemporary. 

Puzpr. Do you know how the cafe ftands? Ceafe your boafting before 
me: for I have nearly got a fecret in my poffeffion, which, when told, will 
force you to fpeak. 

Soc. Do not tell it, therefore, I befeech you. 

Puzpr. Not tell it? But indeed I fhall. For my fecret is an oath. 
And therefore I {wear to you, by fome one of the Gods, or, if you will, be 


> The Cypfelidz were three princes who defcended from Cypfelus, a king of Corinth. This 
Cypfelus reigned 73 years, and was fucceeded by his fon Periander, who left his kingdom, after 
a reign of 40 years, to Cypfelus II. 
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this plane-tree, that unlefs you deliver to me a difcourfe the very contrary 
to that of Lyfias, I will never at any time either fhow or read to you another 
oration. 

Soc. O you wicked man ! how well have you found out a method of com- 
pelling a lover of literature to act as you pleafe ! 

Puzpr. Why then, fince it is fo, do you hefitate about complying ? 

Soc. I fhall not indeed any longer, fince you have fworn in this manner. 
For how is it poffible for any one to abftain from fuch feafts as you are ca- 
pable of fupplying ? 

Puepr. Begin then. 

Soc. Do you know what I mean to do? 

Puzpr. About what? 

Soc. Why, I mean to fpeak covered with my garment ", that T may ra- 
pidly run through my difcourfe, and that, by not looking at you, I may not 
be hindered through fhame. 

PHzprR. Do but fpeak; and as tothe reft, you may act as you pleafe, 

Soc. Infpire me then, O ye Mufes * ? whether you are fo called from the 
melody of finging, or from the mufical tribe of fhrill founds; and fo affift 
me in the difcourfe which this beft of men compels me to deliver, that his 
affociate, who formerly appeared to him to be wife, may now appear to 
him to be ftill more fo. 

There was a certain youth, or rather a delicate young man, extremely 
beautiful, and who poffeffed a multitude of lovers. Among thefe there 
was one of a fraudulent difpofition; who, though he did not love lefs than 
the reft, yet perfuaded the youth that he was not one of his lovers. And 
afking him on a certain time to fatisfy his defire, he endeavoured to convince 
him that one who was not a lover ought to be gratified before one who 
was. But he {poke to this efe&: In every thing, young man, one prin- 


* The modefty of Socrates in this place muft fufficiently convince the moft carelefs reader of 
Plato, that this divine philofopher was very far from being a friend to that unnatural conneétion 
of the male fpecies, which is fo frequently alluded to in this dialogue, and which was fo common 
among the Greeks. He indeed who has in the leaft experienced that extreme purity of fentiment 
and conduct which is produced by a cultivation of the Platonic philofophy, will require no further 
conviction of the chaftity of Socratic love; but as this can never be the cafe with the vulgar, 
they can alone be convinced by external and popular proofs. 

4 For an account of the Mufes, fee the notes on the Cratylus. 
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ciple, to thofe who are about to confult in a becoming manner, is, to know 
that about which they confult, or elfe it is neceflary that they fhould per- 
fectly wander from the truth. But the multitude are ignorant that they do 
not know the effence of every particular, Hence in the beginning of their 
difquifitions, they do not trouble themfelves to declare what the effence of 
a thing is, as if they were very knowing in matters of this kind; but in 
the courfe of their inquiry they exhibit nothing more than probable reafons ; 
and thus they are neither confiftent with themfelves, nor with others. 
With refpeéct to you and me, therefore, left we fhould fuffer that which we 
condemn in others, in our inquiry, whether the engagement of friendfhip 
ought to be entered upon with one who does not love, rather than 
with one who does, we ought to know what love is, and what power it 
poffeffes, mutually agreeing in our definition refpeCting it; and looking 
towards, and referring our difcourfe to this, we fhould confider whether 
it is the caufe of advantage or detriment. That love, therefore, is a 
certain defire, is manifeft to every one; and we are not ignorant that thofe 
who are void of love, are defirous of beautiful things. That we may be able, 
therefore, to diftinguith a lover from one who is not fo, it is requifite to 
know that there are two certain ideas in each of us, endued with a ruling 
and leading power, and which we follow wherever they conduét us. One 
of thefe is the innate defire of pleafures; but the other an acquired opinion, 
defirous of that which is beft. But thefe fometimes fubfift in us in a ftate 
of amity, and fometimes in a ftate of oppofition and diicord. And fome- 
times the one conquers, and fometimes the other. When opinion, there- 
fore, is led by reafon to that which is beft, and vanquifhes, it is denomi- 
nated, from its vanquifhing, temperance. But when delire irrationally 
allures to pleafure, and rules within us, it is called from its dominion, injury. 
But injury polices a multitude of appellations: for it is multiform, and 
confifts of many fpecies. And of thefe ideas that which fubfifts in the moft 
remarkable degree, caufes that in which it refides to receive its appellation, 
and does not fuffer it to be denominated any thing graceful or worthy. 
For when, with refpect to food, defire of eating vanquifhes the reafon of 
that which is beft, and rules over the other defires, then this defire is called 
gluttony; which likewife fubjets its poffeffor to the fame appellation. 
But that which tyrannizes about intoxication, and which through this leads 
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its poffeffor wherever it pleafes, evidently confers on him its own appella- 
tion. And it is fufficiently manifeft how the fitters of thefe, and the names 
of the fiiter-defires when they rule with abfolute {way, ought to be called. 
But that for the fake of which all this has been faid is now nearly evident : 
though it will certainly be in every refpeét more clear if enunciated, than 
if not. For the defire which without reafon rules over opinion tending to 
that which is right, which draws it down towards the pleafure of beauty, 
and being vehemently invigorated by its kindred defires about the beauty of 
body, leads and fubdues it: this defire, receiving an appellation from its 
ftrength, is called love. But, my dear Pheedrus, do I appear to you, as I 
do to myfelf, to fuffer a certain divine pafon ? 

Puezpr. Indeed, Socrates, you poflefs a certain fluency of expreffion, 
beyond what is ufual to you. 

Soc. Hear me then in filence. For in reality the place appears to be 
divine. If, therefore, during my difcourfe, I fhould be often hurried away 
by the infpiring influence of the Nymphs, you muft not be furprifed. For 
the words which burft from me at prefent are not very remote from dithy- 
rambic verfe. \ 

PHÆDR. You {peak moft truly. 

Soc. But of this you are the caufe. However, hear the reft; for per- 
haps that which now poffeffes me may depart. But this will be taken care 
of by divinity. Let us, therefore, again direét our difcourfe to the young 
man. What that is then, which was the object of confultation, has been 
declared and defined. But looking towards this, let us confider with refpe&t 
to what remains, what affiftance or detriment will very properly happen to 
him who is gratified by a lover, and to him who is gratified by one who is 
not fo. 

It is neceffary then that a man who is enflaved by defire, or who is in 
fubjection to pleafure, fhould render the object of his love as agreeable to 
himfelf as poffible. But to one difeafed every thing is pleafant which does 
not oppofe his difeafe; but that which is better and equal is troublefome. 
Hence the lover is never willing that the object of his love fhould poffefs 
any thing more excellent than himfelf, or any thing approaching to an 
equality with himfelf; but that, as much as poffible, he fhould be inferior 
to, and more indigent than himfelf. Thus, he is defirous that through 
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ignorance he may become inferior to the wife, through timidity inferior to the 
bold, through inability to fpeak, to rhetoricians, and through dullnefs, to the 
acute. And when thefe, and far more numerous ills than thefe, according to 
the conceptions of the lover, are naturally inherent, or are produced in the 
beloved objeét, the lover rejoices, and even endeavours to introduce others, 
that he may not be deprived of his defired pleafure. Hence it is neceffary 
that the lover fhould be envious of his beloved, and fhould endeavour by 
all poffible means to exclude him from an affociation with others, through 
whom he may become a moft excellent man; and thus in reality he is the 
caufe of a mighty injury to his beloved. But the greateft injury, which he 
is the caufe of, is that of depriving his beloved of the means of becoming 
eminently prudent. But he becomes moft prudent through divine philo- 
fophy, from which the lover is neceffarily compelled to withdraw his be- 
loved, through the fear of being defpifed. And befides this, he is obliged 
to a variety of other artifices, that lis beloved, by becoming ignorant of 
every thing, may place all his admiration upon him; and may thus become 
moft acceptable to his lover, but moft pernicious to himfelf. And thus 
with refpe& to things relating to the rational part, an affociation with a 
lover is by no means advantageous, but prejudicia! to the party beloved. 

But after this it is neceffary to confider how he, who is compelled to 
prefer the pleafant to the good, would take care of the body of his beloved, 
if it was committed to his charge. Indeed he would endeavour that it 
fhould not become firm and vigorous, but effeminate and foft; and that it 
fhould not be nourifhed in the pure light of the fun, but under the mingled 
fhade; and that he fhould be educated without having any experience of 
manly labours and dry fweats; but on the contrary fhould be continually 
accuftomed to a delicate and effeminate mode of living, and be adorned 
with foreign colours and ornaments, through the want of his own proper 
decorations: and that he fhould be ftudious of every thing elfe, which is 
confequent to cares of this kind. All which, as they are unworthy of a 
longer narration, having fummarily defined, we fhall proceed to what 
remains of our difcourfe. Enemies, therefore, in battle, and other mighty 
neceffities, will confidently affault fuch a body, but friends and lovers will 
be in fear for its fafety. But this, as fufficiently evident, we hall difmifs. 
Let us then, in the next place, declare what advantage or detriment, with 
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refpect to poffeffions, arifes to us from the familiarity and guardianthip of a 
lover. But this indeed is manifeft to every one, but efpecially to a lover, 
that he defires above all things that his beloved may be deprived of the 
moft friendly, moft dear, and divine pofleffions: for he wifhes to receive 
him deititute of parents, kindred and friends, thinking that thefe will im- 
pede and reprehend his moft pleafant affociation with his beloved. Befides, 
he confiders that the object of his love, if rich in gold, or any other poffeffion, 
cannot be eafily taken, and, if taken, will not be tra@table to his defires. 
From all which it is neceffary that a lover fhould envy his beloved the 
poffeffion of abundance, and fhould rejoice in his adverfity. Further yet, he 
will wifh the youth to live for a long time without a wife, without chil- 
dren, and without a proper home, defiring for a very extended period to enjoy 
thofe pleafures which he is capable of affording. There are, ideed, other 
evils befides thefe, but a certain demon * immediately mingles pleafure with 


2 We have already in the notes on the firt Alcibiades, given an ample account of demons from 
Proclus. I fhall, therefore, only obferve at prefent, that, according to the Platonic theology, 
there are three fpecies of demons, the firft of which is rational only, and the laft irrational 
only; but the middle fpecies is partly rational and partly irrational. And again, of thefe the 
firft is perfectly beneficent, but many among the other two fpecies are malevolent and noxious 
to mankind; not indeed effentially malevolent (for there is nothing in the univerfe, the ample 
abode of all-bountiful Jove, effentially evil), but only fo from the office which they are deftined 
to perform: for nothing which operates naturally, operates as to itfelf evilly. But the Platonic 
Hermeas, in his MS. Commentary on this dialogue, admirably obferves on this paflage as follows: 
t The diftribution of good and evil originates from the dæmoniacal genus: for every genus, 
tranfcending that of demons, uniformly poflefles good. There are, therefore, certain genera of 
demons, fome of which adorn and adminifter certain parts of the world; but others certain fpecies 
of animals. The demon, therefore, who is the infpective guardian of life, haftens fouls into 
that condition, which he himfelf is allotted ; as for inftance, into injuflice or intemperance, and 
continually mingles pleafure in them asa fnare. But there are other demons tranfcending thefe, 
who are the punifhers of fouls, converting them to a more perfcé and elevated life. And the 
firft of thefe it is neceflary to avoid; but the fecond fort we fhould render propitious. But there 
are other demons more excellent than thefe, who diftribute good, in an uniform manner.” — Aro 
Tou Saipovioy YEVOUS Wpwtws ApKeTat n Tov ayabwy Mat xaxwV diaipecis® TAV YZP TO Ùr epòasposior YEVOS 
povoridus exer To ayabo. Eoriw ow Tiva yem daimorav, TA EV KEpIORS TIVAS TOU KOTUOU KATAKICUOWVTA NAS 
ENITPOTEU VTA’ Ta Ge eide Tiva Cuwy' MATEXEW OV omovoatey Tas Puxas siç Tov ExuTou XANOY, dtoy sig aÒixiav 
haxoraciav’ dercap Tuv Joy Thy EV TH AAPAVTING AVZMIYVUTIY EV UYTAISy Ò EFopes TH De Tns uns Jaluw® 
AAMO de Ties EOI TOuTUY EmavaceCnMOTEs aove, Of MOAMCELS EMIN EUTOVOL TAIG UX ZIS ETITTLECOVTES AUTAS 
Big TEAEWTEGAY XXi ÙTEpTEpæv unv HAI TOUS fav MpwToUs &motpemeohaæi dei Tous de evTEpoUs superni geobxi" 
E574 OE MAS QAAL XPEITTOVES CaspovEs, TA XYODX MOVO; EWIMEATOVTES. 
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moft of them: as in that dreadful beaft, and mighty detriment, a flatterer, 
nature at the fame time mingles a pleafure by no means inclegant and rude, 
And, indeed, fome one may revile a harlot, and other cattle, and ftudies of 
this kind, which we are daily accuftomed to delight in, as noxious ; but he 
who is a lover of young men, befides his being detrimental, is in his farniliar 
converfe the moft unpleafant of all men. For equal, according to the pro- 
verb, rejoices in cqual, For, as it appears to me, fince equality of time 
leads to equal pleafures, it produces alfo friendfhip, through fimilitude. 
But at the fame time, the affociation of thefe is connected with fatiety ; 
and neceffity is faid to be grievous to every one in every concern. But 
this is moft eminently the cafe in the diffimilitude of a lover towards his 
beloved. For an old man adhering to a young one, does not willingly leave 
him, either by night or by day, but is agitated by neceffity and fury, which 
always affording him pleafure, Jead him about, through feeing, hearing, 
touching, and in any manner apprehending his beloved; fo that he affidu- 
oufly follows him with unceafing delight. But what folace or pleafures can 
he afford his beloved, fo as to prevent him, during the period of mutual con- 
verfe, from fuffering the moft extreme moleftation? And this when he 
beholds his countenance aged and deformed, together with other particulars 
confequent to this, which are not only unpleafant to be engaged with, but 
even to hear; neceffity always propofing to him fuch a furvey. For in 
order to oblige him to this, he is always watched by fufpicious guards in all 
his aGtions; and is under a neceffity of hearing the unfeafonable and immo- 
derate praifes and reproaches of his lover; which when he is fober, are in- 
deed intolerable, but when he is intoxicated, are not only intolerable, but bafe, 
through his employing confidence, fatiety, and repetition in his difcourfe. 
Befides, while he loves, he is pernicious and importunate. But when he 
ceafes to love, he is afterwards unfaithful to the former object of his love, 
whom he had perfuaded to comply with his requeft, by employing many 
oaths, prayers, and promifes; and whom, after all, he had {carcely been able 
to induce, by the hope of advantage, to bear with his troublefome familiarity. 
And, laftly, when he ought to repay him for his kindnefs, then receiving 
another ruler and patron in himfelf, viz. intelle& and temperance, inftead 
of love and fury, and thus becoming entirely changed, he deceives his once 


beloved obje&t. And then the beloved calling to mind the former aétions 
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and difcourfes of his lover, defires to be thanked for his kindnefs, as if he 
was difcourfiug with the fame perfon as before. But the other, through 
fhame, dares not fay that he is changed, nor does he know how to free him- 
felf from the oaths and promifes which his former ftupid dominion over him 
produced, now he has acquired the poffeffion of intellect and temperance ; 
fearing left, if he fhould aét as formerly, he fhould again become fuch as he 
was before. Hence it neceffarily comes to pafs that he flies from the 
former obje€t of his love, the fhell being turned; but the other is compelled 
to purfue him, grievoufly enduring his change, and loading him with impre- 
cations, as being ignorant from the beginning that a lover, and one who is 
neceffarily infane, ought not to be gratified, but much rather one who does 
not love, and who is endued with intelle&. For otherwife it would be ne- 
ceffary that he fhould give himfelf up to a man unfaithful, morofe, envious, 
and unpleafant; detrimental with refpect to the poffleffion of things, and the 
habit of the body, but much more pernicious with refpect to the difcipline 
of the foul, than which nothing really is, or ever will be more venerable, 
both among Gods and men. It is neceffary, therefore, my young friend, to 
confider all this, and to know that the friendfhip of a lover does not fubfift 
with benevolence, but, like one who is hungry, is exerted only for the fake 
of being full. For, 


The eager lover to the boy afpires, 
Juft as the wolf the tender lamb defires. 


This is that which I predi&ted to you, O Phzdrus, nor will you hear me 
fpeak any further; for my difcourfe to you has now arrived at its con- 
clufion. 

Puzpr. But to me it appears that you have accomplifhed no more than 
the half, and that you fhould {peak equally as much concerning one who is 
not a lover; that he of the two ought rather to be gratified; and that, for 
this purpofe, the advantages which he poffeffes fhould be enumerated. Why, 
therefore, Socrates, do you now defift from fpeaking ? 

Soc. Have you not taken notice, bleffed man, that I now fpeak in verfe, 
but that it is no longer dithyrambic ; and that I have done this, though my 
difcourfe has been full of reproach? But what do you think I fhould be able 
to accomplifh, if I fhould begin to praife the other? Do you not perceive 
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that, being then urged by you, and affifted by Providence, I fhould be mott 
evidently agitated by the fury of the Nymphs? I fay then, in one word, 
that as many goods are inherent in the one as we have numbered evils in 
the other. But what occafion is there of a long difcourfe? for enough has 
been faid concerning both, And every thing proper to the oration has been 
introduced. I will, therefore,. crofs over the river and depart, before I am 
compelled by you to accomplith fomething greater than this. 

PHÆDR. Not yet, Socrates, till the heat is over. Do you not fee that 
mid-day, as it is called, ftably remains almoft, even now? Let us, there- 
fore, {tay here, and difcourfe together about what has been faid, and imme- 
diately as it begins to grow cool, we will depart. 

Soc. You are divine, Phedrus, with refpet to difcourfe, and fincerely 
admirable. For I think that no one has been the occafion of more of the 
orations which exift at prefent, than yourfelf; whether by fpeaking of your 
own accord, or in fome way or other by compelling others. I except only 
Simmias the Theban. For you far furpafs all the reft. And now you ap- 
pear to be the caufe of my commencing another difcourfe, though you did 
not announce war, as the confequence of my refwfal, 

Puzpr. But how have I been the caufe? and what new difcourfe is this? 

Soc. When I was about to pafs over the river, excellent man, a demo- 
niacal * and ufual fignal was given me; and whenever this takes place, it 
always prohibits me from accomplifhing what I was about todo. And in 
the prefent inftance I feemed to hear a certain voice, which would not fuffer 
me to depart till I had made an expiation, as if I had offended in fome par- 
ticular a divine nature. I am therefore a prophet, indeed, but not fuch a one 
as is perfeétly worthy; but juft as thofe who know their letters in a very 
indifferent manner, alone fufficient for what concerns myfelf. I clearly, 
therefore, now underftand my offence: for even yet, my friend, there is 
fomething prophetic in my foul, which difturbed me during my former dif- 
courfe, And this caufed me to fear left, perhaps, according to Ibycus, I 
fhould offend the Gods, but acquire glory among men. But now I perceive 
in what I have offended. 

PHzpDR. Will you not inform me what it is? 


1 For a full and every way fatisfaQory account of the dæmon of Socrates, fee the note at the 
beginning of the Firft Alcibiades on demons, from Proclus. $ 
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Soc. You, O Phiedrus, have repeated a dire, dire difcourfe, and have 
compelled me to utter the fame. 

Puzpr. But how? 

Soc. The difcourfe has been foolifh, and in a certain refpect impious. 
And can any thing be more dire * than this? 

Pozpr. Nothing, if you {peak the truth. 

Soc. What then? Do you not think that Love ° is the fon of Venus 
and a certain God? 

PHÆDR. So it is faid. 

Soc. Yet this was neither acknowledged by Lyfias, nor in your difcourfe, 
which was deduced by you, as by a certain charm, through my mouth. But 
if Love, as is really the cafe, is a God, or a certain fomething divine, he 
cannot be in any refpeét evil: and yet in our difcourfe about him he has 
been fpoken of as evil. In this, therefore, we have offended again{t Love. 
But, befides this, our difputations, though polite, appear to have been very 
foolifh: for though they aflerted nothing found or true, yet they boafted as 
if they did, and as if they fhould accomplifh fomething confiderable, by gain- 
ing the approbation of {fome trifling deluded men. It is neceffary, therefore, 
my friend, that I fhould purify myfelf. But there is an antient purification 
for thofe who offend in matters refpeéting mythology, which Homer did not 
perceive, but which was known to Stefichorus. For, being deprived of his 
eyes through his accufation of Helen, he was not like Homer, ignorant of 
the caufe of his blindnefs, but knew it, as being a mufician. So that he im- 
mediately compofed the following lines : 


Falfe was my tale; thou ne'er acrofs the main 
In beauteous fhips didft fly, Troy’s lofty tow’rs to gain. 


And thus having compofed a poem direétly contrary to what he had before 
publifhed, and which is called a recantation, he immediately recovered his 
Joft fight 3. I am, therefore, in the prefent inftance wifer than both thefe: 

for 


* This is the language of true philofophy and érue religicn, that nothing can be more dire than 
impiety. 
2 For an account of Love confidered as a Deity, fee the notes on The Banquet. 


3 From hence it is evident that the narration of the rape of Helen, and of the Trojan war, is 
entirely 
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for before 1 fuffer any damage through my accufation of love, I will endea- 
vour to prefent him with my recantation, and this with my head uncovered, 
and not as before veiled through fhame. 


PHÆDR. You cannot, Socrates, fay any thing which will be more plea- 
fing to me than this. 

Soc. For, my good friend, you muft be fenfible how imprudent the ora- 
tion was which you repeated, and how fhamefully I myfelf alfo fpoke con- 
cerning alover. For, if any one of a generous difpofition and elegant man- 
ners, who either loves, or had formerly loved, fuch a one as himfelf, had 
heard us, when we faid that lovers often excited the greateft enmities for 
the moft trifling occafions, and that they were envious of, and injurious to, 
their beloved, would he not have thought that he was hearing men educated 
in fhips, and who were perfe@tly unacquainted with liberal love? or do you 
think that he would by any means have affented to our accufation of love? 

PuzprR. By Jupiter, Socrates, perhaps he would not. 

Soc. Reverencing, therefore, fuch a man as this, and fearing Love him- 
felf, I defire, as it were with a potable oration, to wafh away that falt and 


entirely mythological, concealing certain divine truths under the fymbols of fable. But as this ac- 
count of Stefichorus, and the fable of the Iliad, is beautifully explained by Proclus on Plato’s 
Republic, p. 293, I thall prefent the reader with the following epitomized tranflation of his com- 
ment. * Stefichorus, who confidered the whole fable of Helen as a true narration, who approved 
the confequent tranfactions, and eftablifhed his poetry accordingly, with great propriety fuffered 
the punifhment of his folly, that is, ignorance: but at length, through the affiftance of mufic, he 
is faid to have acknowledged his error; and thus, through underftanding the myftcries concerning 
Helen and the Trojan war, to have recovered his ight. But Homer is faid to have been blind, 
not on account of his ignorance of thefe myfteries, as Stefichorus, but through a morc perfe& 
habit of the foul, i. e. by feparating himfelf from fenfible beauty, eftablifhing his intelligence 
above all apparent harmony, and extending the intellect. of his foul to unapparent and true har- 
mony. Hence, he is faid to have been blind, becaufe divine beauty cannot be ufurped by corpo- 
real eyes. On this account, fables bordering upon tragedy reprefent Homer as deprived of fight, 
on account of his accufation of Helen. But fables, in my opinion, intend to fignify by Helen all 
the beauty fubfifting about generation, for which there is a perpetual battle of fouls, till the more 
intelleétual having vanquifhed the more irrational forms of life, return to that place front which 
they originally came. But, according to fome, the period of their circulation about fenfible forms 
confifts of ten thoufand years, fince a thoufand years produce one ambit as of one year. For nine 
years therefore, i. e. for nine thoufand years, fouls revolve about generation ; but in the tenth 
having vanquifhed all the barbaric tumult, they are faid to return to their paternal habie 
tations.” 


VOL. III. 2 S bitter 


314 THE PHADRUS. 


bitter difcourfe which we have lately heard. And I would advife Lyfias 
himfelf, for fimilar reafons, to write as foon as poflible that a lover ought 
rather to be gratified than one who is without love. 

Puzpr. You may be well affured that he will do fo; for, after you have 
fpoken in praife of a lover, it will be neceffary that Lyfias fhould be com- 
pelled by me to do the fame. 

Soc. This indeed I believe, while you remain affe€ted as you are at 
prefent. 

Puzpr. Speak then confidently. 

Soc. But will you not permit me to fuppofe that the fame young man is 
prefent, to whom I addrefled my former difcourfe, left, in confequence of 
not hearing my recantation, he fhould rafhly gratify one who is not a lover? 

Puæpr. He will always be very nearly prefent with you, when you are 
willing he fhould be fo, 

Soc. In this manner then, O beautiful young man, underftand that the 
former difcourfe was that of Phiedrus the Myrrhinufian, the offspring of Py- 
thocles; but that this which 1 am now about to deliver is the difcourfe of 
Stefichorus the Imerzan, and the fon of Euphemus. But he began his 
oration as follows: : 

‘© The difcourfe is not true which aflerts that, though a lover fhould be 
prefent, one who is not a lover ought to be gratified before him, becaufe the 
one is agitated with fury, but the other is prudent in his conduét. For if it 
was fimply true that mania is evil, this would be beautifully afferted. But 
now the greateft goods * are produced for us through mania, and are affigned 

to 


? This is a moft weighty teftimony indeed in favour of the antient oracles, and predi¢tion in 
general. I fhall therefore obferve, in anfwer to the followers of Van Dale, Fontenelle, and others 
who have endeavoured to prove that the oracles of the antients were nothing more than the tricks 
of fraudulent priefls, that to fuppofe mankind fhould have been the dupes of fuch impofitions for 
the {pace of three thoufand years, would exceed the moft extravagant fiction in romance. For 
how is-it poffible, even if thefe priefts had been a thoufand times more cunning and deceitful than 
they are fuppofed to have been, that they could have kept fuch a fecret fo impenetrable in every 
city and province where there were any oracles, as never to have given themfelves the Jie in any 
particular? Is it poflible that there fhould never have been one man among them of fo much 
worth as to abhor fuch impoftures? that there fhould never have been any fo inconfiderate as 
unluckily to difcover all the myftery for want of fome precautions? that no man fhould ever 
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to us by a divine gift. For the predi€ting prophetefs at Delphi, and the 
prieftefles 


have explored the fan€tuaries, fubterraneous paffages, and caverns, where it is pretended they 
kept their machines? that they fhould never have had occafion for workmen to repair them ? 
that only they fhould have had the fecret of compofing drugs proper to create extraordinary 
dreams? and, laftly, that they fhould have perpetually fucceeded one another, and conveyed 
their machines and their juggling tricks to all thofe that were to follow them in the fame employ- 
ments from age to age, and from generation to generation, and yet no man have been ever able 
to dete&t the impofition ? 

Befides, who were thefe priefts, that, as it is pretended, were monfters of cruelty, fraud, and 
malice? They were the moft honourable men among the heathens °, and fuch as were moft 
efteemed for their piety and probity. “They were fometimes magiftrates and philofophers. Thus 
Plutarch + informs us in one of his treatifes, that he was himfelf, to a very old age, the prieft of 
Apollo of Delphi, and that he prefided in this chara¢ter over the oracle, the facrifices, and all the 
other ceremonies of this deity for many years. Depraved as the age is, will any one be hardy 
enough to affert that a man of fuch probity, of fuch gravity of manners, of fo much penetration, 
learning, and judgment as Plutarch, was a cheat and an impoftor by profeflion? That he was 
capable of {peaking through a hollow image to counterfeit the voice of Apollo? Or of fuborning 
a female to a&t the part of one poffeffed, when fhe was feated on the Tripos? ‘There is not furely 
any one fo loft to fhame, fo devoid of common fenfe, as to make fuch an affertion. 

Again, how could thofe clear and precife oracles have been produced by fraud, in which what 
was done in one place was foretoid in another, as in that famous oracle which was delivered to 
the ambafladors of Creefus. This moft ftupid of kings, and moft unfortunate of cooks, as he is 
juftly called by Maximus Tyrius, in order io try the veracity of the oracles, had determined, it 
feems, in a fecret part of his palace to do fomething to which no one fhould be privy but hime 
felf, and fent to the oracle of Apollo to tell him what he was doing. His meffengers returned 
with the following an{wer : 


Oude ?' eyo Paypou T apibuov xai petpa arasen 
Kat xwQou cuvinut, XAI ov AZAEOVTOG AXO. 


* The pontiffs and other priefts among the Greeks, as well as among the Romans, held the firft rank of 
honour. They were ufually taken from noble or patrician families. Plutarch afleits that in fome partdof 
Greece their dignity was equal to that of kings. In the firft ages, indeed, kings themfelves were often priefts, 
diviners, and augurs. This we may learn from Ariftotle in the third book of his Politics, c. 10; from Cicero, 
de Divin. lib.i. and de leg. 1. 2. where he fpeaks of Romulus and Numa ; from Homer, Iliad vi. 1, 76. and 
Virgil, En. 1.3. when they fpeak of Helenus, and from the latter alfo when he (peaks of king Anius, 


En. iii. 1. 80. , , : 
Rex Anius, rex idem hominum, Phæbique facerdos. 

Who can believe that kings, princes, and perfons of the firft quality were capable of carrying on the trade of 
jugglers, and amufing the people by delufions and tricks of legerdemain ? 


t Platarch, lib, an feni: gerenda fit Respublica. 
2s2 Olun 
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priefteffes in Dodona *, have, when infane procured many advantages, both 
privately 


Odun 3’ es Ppevas nabe MPATAIPLVOLO WEAWINE 
Exbouems ev X@AKW a apvelcion Xpeecow 
"H xarros wey Ureozpwrat, XAAXOI O’emertat. 


3. e. The fand’s amount, the meafures of the fea, 
Tho’ vaft the number, are well known to me: 
I know the thoughts within the dumb concealed, 
And words I hear by language unrevealed. 
Even now, the odours to my fenfe that rife 
A tortoife boiling, with a lamb, fupplies, > 
Where brafs below, and brats above it lies. 


Croefus it feems was, at the very time when this oracle was delivered, boiling a lamb and tor- 
toife together in a brazen veflel. This ftory is firt related by Herodotus, Hitt. lib. i. c. 8. and 
after him by various other writers, both heathen and chriftian, and among the reft by Bafil, who, 
with the reft of the fathers, fays that the devil was the author of it. Now the fa& is as certain as 
any in antiquity. Befides, it is not the only one of this nature: Cicero, Valerius Maximus, 
Dionyfius Halicarnaffeus, Strabo, Florus, &c. relate feveral inftances of prediGtions having beer 
verified in one place of what was doing in another. Plutarch, in the life of Paulus Asmilius, 
and in that of Sylla, adds others alfo; but one efpecially that happened in the reign of Domitian, 
and of the truth of which he fays no man doubted in his time. The circumftance, as related alfo 
by Auguftine, lib. ii. de Civit. Dei, cap. 24. was, that a fervant of one Lucius Pontius prophe- 
tically exclaimed, I come a meffenger from Bellona, the victory Sylla is thine. He afterwards 
added, that the capitol would be in flames. Having faid this, he immediately left the camp, and 
the next day returned more rapidly, and exclaimed that the capitol had been burnt. And the capitol 
it feems had in reality been on fire. Auguftine adds that it was eafy for the devil to forefee this, 
and moft rapidly to tell it. Indeed, fuch predictions muft have been the effe& of infpiration, 
either from divinity, or from fome of the genera between divinity and man ; and hence Auguftine, 
very confiftently with his religion, afcribed them to an evil demon. ‘The Platonic reader, how- 
ever, will eafily account for moft of them more rationally, as he /cientifically knows that divination 
has deity for its origin; and that, when the perfons infpired are worthy characters, and the pre- 
dictions beneficial, fuch infpiration cannot be the offspring of fraudulent {pirits. 

It is very juftly indeed obferved by Plutarch, in his tveatife concerning the Pythian oracles, that 
with refpe& to curfory predictions, fome one might foretel that a certain perfon fhould be victo- 
rious in battle, and he accordingly conquered ; that fech a city fhould be fubverted, and it was 
accordingly deftroyed; but, fays he, when not only the event is foretold, but how, and when, after 
whet, and by whom, it hall be effeéted, this is no conjetture of things which may perhaps take place, but 
a premanifeftation of things which will abjolutely happen. Toauta tov Bondou dseadovros ò Lepamriwy, 
Oixccioy (tn) TO abiwpx TEPI TWV OUTOS AEYEL Bonbos BoploTws Kal avuTrobeTws Ayopevwy ES VIN CTPATNYO TPO- 

ELPNTAl, VEVINNKEY® Eb TTOAEWS AYAIDETIS, GK TTOAWAEY. Omou de ov [ROVOV AEVETAL TO YEVNTOMLEVON, AANS KAI AWS, KAI 
TOTE, 
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privately and publicly, to the Greeks; but when they have been in a pru- 
dent ftate, they have been the caufe of very trifling benefits, or indeed of 
none 


TOTE, MRL ETA Thy MAL META TIVOS, OUN ETT! EIXAOMOS THY Taxa YEYNTOMERWY, AAAA Tuy WavTus ccomevay 
mpodnrwatg. 

Should it be afked why fuch infpiration, if it once exifted, no longer exits at prefent, I reply 
by repeating what I have faid in my Notes on Paufanias (Vol. 3. p. 261), that when thofe circu- 
lations take place, mentioned in a note on the eighth book of the Republic, during which the 
parts of the earth fubfift according to nature, and this is accompanied with a concurrence of 
proper inffruments, times, and places, then divine illumination is abundantly and properly received. 
But when parts of the earth fubfift contrary to nature as at prefent, and which has been the cafe 
ever fince the oracles ceafed, then as there is no longer an aptitude of places, inflruments, and times, 
divine influence can no longer be received, though the illuminations of divine natures continue 
immutably the fame; juft, fays Proclus, as if a face ftanding in the fame pofition, a mirror fhould 
at one time receive a clear image of it, and at another, one obfcure and debile, or indeed, no 
image at all. For, as the fame incomparable man further obferves, it is no more proper to refer 
the defect of divine infpiration to the Gods, than to accufe the fun as the caufe of the moon 
being eclipfed, inftead of the conical fhadow of the earth into which the moon falls. ‘The 
reader will find in the above-mentioned place, the theory of oracles fcientifically unfolded. 

* Hermeas the philofopher, in his MS. Scholia on this dialogue, gives us the following very 
fatisfactory information refpecting the oracle in Wodona: Mea de tov Awdwvaiov pavreiou diapopa sios 
TX ioTOpoUpEVA’ ESTI pev Yap Taraioratoy Twy EAAnvxwy pavTeiwy'. AEyours fe Os pev OT! Opus nv exei h pav- 
Tevousa, o ds oTi MepioTspar To de aAnbes, ott yuvaines neay lepetia at wavtevoucat, dpul TH MEQAAN TTEPOMEVAl, 
lb TIVES ENQAOUVTO WEALIAIES. ITS OUV ATO TOU GYOUATOS TIVES Wravnbertes, UromMTEvoUTAY EIAI AEPITTEPAS TAS 
mavtevove xs’ een Je nas TNV REMaAnY Opul xaTETTpEDoVTO, tows die TCUTO EipNKagt NaI THY Cpuv uavTEVE. EGTE 
de Atos To pavresov' ro de ev Asrgac, Azroarwvos. EINOTWG ouy WapenaCoy we cuyyem Ta MAVTEIR’ Kat yap Ò 
Aroaarwv umoupyos Atyerat Tng Tov Aros Onusouppiag, xai worranis, et tokey autos acapns eat ò Tou Awdw- 
vaiou xpnzuos, amnecay eig Tov ev Atr@ois, xpncopevos Ti Pouaetatr Ò Tou Aios pneus xa ToAAOUE aUTWY 
tinyncato moaranis ò AmoAA wy. evbourimtat LEY OUY HAL AAVTEVO{LEVA Ab itpeicly TWOAAR evmpyéTow Tous ardew- 
TOUS WLOAEVOUTAL TA LEANOVTA NAI om podiopboupee vant TuPpovoucs ce Ou ua NIAY TXIS AANAIG yuvaitsy le e, 
“ Different accounts are given of the Dodonzan oracle: for it is the moft antient of the Grecian 
oracles. According to fome an oak prophefied in Dodona; but according to others, doves. 
The truth however is, that priefteffes whofe heads were crowned with oak prophefied; and thefe 
women were called by fome peleiades, or doves. Perhaps, therefore, certain perfons being deceived 
by the name, fufpected that doves prophefied in Dodona; and as the heads of thefe women were 
crowned with oak, perhaps from this circumftance they faid that an oak prophefied. But this 
oracle belongs to Jupiter, and that at Delphi, to Apollo. Very properly, therefore, are thefe 
oracles confidered as allied to each other. For Apollo is faid to be miniftrant to Jupiter in the 
adminiftration of things : and often when the Dodonzan oracle appeared to be obfcure, the oracle 
at Delphi has been confulted, in order to know the meaning of that of Jupiter. Often too, 
Apollo has interpreted many of the Dodonzan oracles. Thefe priefteffes, therefore, when in an 

enthufiaflic 
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none at all. And if we fhould fpeak of the Sibyl’, and others who have 
employed deific prophecy, rightly prediéting many things to many refpeét- 
ing futurity, we fhould be too prolix, and at the fame time only fpeak of that 
which is manifeft to every one. This indeed is worthy of being teftified, 
that fuch of the antients as gave names to things, did not confider mania as 
either bafe or difgraceful. For they did not connect the appellation of 
mania with that moft beautiful art, by which we are enabled to Judge of 
the future, as if it was fomething noxious ; but they gave it a name of this 
kind, as fomething beneficial, when it fubfitts through a divine allotment. 
But men of the prefent day, being ignorant of what is becoming, by the 
infertion of the letter r, call it parin, or the art of divining. Indeed the 
inveftigations of futurity, by prudent men, which take place through birds, 
and a variety of other tokens, as proceeding from the dianoétic part through 
human intelligence, they denominated intelle& and intelleGive opinion; 
which the moderns, through a reverence of the w, denominate augurial, or 
pertaining to augury. By how much more perfect and honourable, there- 
fore, prophecy is than augury, and the name and operation of the one than 
the name and operation of the other, by fo much did the antients teftify 


enthufiaftic and prophetic condition, have greatly benefited mankind by predidting and previoufly 
correcting future events; but, when in a prudent ftate, they were fimilar to other women.” 

2 Hermeas, in his MS. Commentary on this dialogue, has the following remarkable paflage on 
the Sibyl here mentioned : [eps de tug LiCuaans, outos egri Bavuasta ta Atyoucva, ware oas pybous 
EIVA WAAR MEVTOL Lisvaraas yeyovact, Wacat TovTov edouevat Bioy: macai uey dia Twa lows AoyINnY alTiay 
EAovTo LiGvaras mporxyopeverbas’ womep on ô Tpicunyiotos ‘Egpne acyerai morass eoridnuncas m Aryute, 
iautov avauverbat, xai Tpitov xexanclas ‘Epunv' xai tpeis de Oppets mapa Opaki yeveobas* tows ovv xai auTai 
NATH TWH KOWUVAY, KAI AVAUMNGL EIACVTO TAUTAS TAS Mpognyoplas’ ewes auTy ye h LiGvara h Epubpaia EEL Kg 
yuv reyes Epspuan exxasiro eÈ apxns' Acyoucs de autny evbus mpoenboucav mpoceme EÈ ovomaxtos exartov, xas 
eupetpa pberyecdat, xai ess Bpaxuy xpovoy TEAsioy eidos avOpwmrov raGew. i.e. “The particulars which 
are reported about this Sibyl, are fo wonderful, that they have the appearance of fables. But, 
indeed, there were many Sibyls, all of whom adopted the fame life, and all of them, perhaps 
through a certain rational caufe, were called Sibyls: juft as Hermes Trifmegiftus, who often 
refided in Egypt, is faid to have made mention of himfelf, and to have called himfelf the third 
Hermes. ‘Three Orpheufes allo are faid to have exifted among the Thracians. Perhaps, 
therefore, thefe Sibyls chofe thefe appellations from a certain communication and recollection ; 
fince this very Erythrzan Sibyl, of whom Plato now fpeaks, was from the firft called Erophile. 
But they report that the called every one by his proper name, as foon as fhe was born, that fhe 
likewife {poke in verfe, and that in a fhort time fhe arrived at the perfection of the human 


fpecies.” 
that 
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that mania proceeding from divinity is more beautiful than pradence which 
proceeds from men. But indeed, in the greateft difeafes and labours to 
which certain perfons are fometimes fubjeĉt through the indignation of the 
Gods in confequence of guilt, mania when it takes place, predi€ting what 
they ftand in need of, difcovers a liberation from fuch evils, by flying to 
prayer and the worfhip of the Gods. Hence, obtaining by this means puri- 
fications and the advantages of initiation, it renders him who poffeffes it 
free from difafters, both for the prefent and future time, by difcovering to 
him who is properly infane and poffeffed by divinity a folution of his prefent 
evils, But the third fpecies is a poffeffion and mania defcending from the 
Mufes, which receiving a foul tender and folitary, roufes and agitates it 
with Bacchic fury, according to odes and other fpecies of poetry; in con- 
fequence of which, by adorning the infinite aétions of antiquity, it becomes 
the means of inftruéting pofterity. But he who approaches to the poetic 
gates without the mania of the Mufes', perfuading himfelf that he can 
become a poet, in a manner perfeétly fufficient from art alone, will, both as 
to himfelf and his poetry, be imperfect; fince the poetry which is produced 
by prudence vanifhes before that which is the progeny of mania. So many 
then are the beautiful works arifing from divine mania, and {till more than 
thefe, which, if it was requifite, I fhould relate. So that we ought not to be 
afraid of mania; nor fhould any reafon difturb us, which endeavours to 
evince that we ought to prefer a prudent friend to one who is divinely 
agitated: for he who afferts this, ought likewife to fhow, in order to gain 
the victory, that love was not fent from the Gods fo? the utility of the lover 
and his beloved. But, on the contrary, it muft now be fhown by us that a 
mania of this kind was fent by the Gods, for the purpofe of producing the 
greateit felicity. The demonftration, indeed, will be to the unworthy 
incredible, but to the wife, an object of belief. It is neceffary, therefore, 
in the firft place, that, beholding the paffions and operations of the divine 
and human foul, we fhould underftand the truth concerning the nature of 
each. Let this then be the beginning of the demonttration : 


Every foul is immortal °? : for that which is perpetually moved is eternal. 
Bue 


3 See the Note on the tenth book of the Republic, concerning the different kinds of poetry. 
2 The difcourfe of Plato here, is as it were, analytical, Thus, for inftanee, the end of maa 
is 
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But that which moves another and is moved by another, when it has a 
ceflation of motion, has alfo a ceffation of life. Hence that alone which 
moves itfelf, becaufe it does not defert itfelf, never ceafes to be moved; 
but this alfo is the fountain and principle of motion to other things which 
are moved. But a principle is unbegotten: for every thing which is gene- 
rated, is neceffarily generated from a principle, while the principle itfelf is 
incapable of being generated. For neither could it any longer be a prin- 
ciple, if it was generated from an external caufe. Since then itis unbegotten, 
it is alfo neceffary that it fhould be incorruptible: for, fhould the principle 
become extin¢t, it could neither renew its being from another, nor generate 
another from itfelf, fince it is neceflary that all things fhould be generated 
from that which is the principle. And thus the beginning af motion is 
derived from that which moves itfelf: and this can neither be deftroyed nor 
generated. For, if this were admitted, all heaven and earth falling together 
mutt {top ; nor could any force be found, whence being moved, they would 
be again generated. Since then it appears that a felf-motive nature is 
immortal, he who afferts that this is the very eflence and definition of foul, 
will have no occafion to blufh. For every body to which motion externally 
accedes, is inanimate. But that to which motion is inherent from itfelf, 
is animated; as if this was the very nature of foul. And if there is nothing 
elfe which moves itfelf except foul, foul is neceffarily without generation, and 
immortal, And thus much may fuffice, concerning the immortality of the 
foul '. 

But 


is nothing elfe than felicity, and this is a union with the Gods; for Plato does not place felicity 
in externals. But the foul is conjoined with the Gods even in the prefent life, when, furveying 
the whole of fenfible and celeftial beauty, fhe acquires a reminifcence of intelligible beauty. But 
her reminifcence muft be of that which fhe once beheld: for reminifcence is of things which 
fome one has either heard of or feen. But the foul formerly beheld this beauty, when fhe 
revolved in conjunction with her proper God. She muft, therefore, be immortal: for if not, 
fhe would neither have revolved nor have recovered her memory. Hence he firft fpeaks con- 
cerning the immortality of the foul, her idea, and what follows; and afterwards he difcourfes 
concerning that to which Love conduéts us, viz. an intelligible effence, and divine beauty, fimple, 
and unmoved. 

t This part contains one of the ftrongeft demonftrations poffible of the immortality of the foul, 
as will be evident to every one whofe intellectual eye is not blinded by modern purfuits. But 
when Plato fays every foul, the reader muft not fuppofe that the fouls of brutes are meant to be 

included» 


THE PHZDRUS. 321 


But refpe€ting its idea? we muft fpeak after the following manner: To 
give a perfeat defcription of its nature, would indeed be the employment of 


included, for thefe, as is evident from the Timzus, are mortal; but every rational foul, as well 
human as divine. But this reafoning confifts of two fyllogifms, the parts of which Socrates, as 
being agitated with divine fury, does not altogether difpofe into order; and thefe are as follows : 
Soul is felf-motive. That which is felf-motive is always moved, becaufe it never forfakes itfelf, 
nor is ever deferred by motive power. But if it is always moved with an inward motion, it always 
lives. Soul, therefore, is immortal. This is the firft fyllogifm. But the fecond: foul is felf- 
motive, and is therefore the principle of motion. But the principle of motion is unbegotten. 
That which is unbegotten is immortal. Soul therefore is immortal. 

t? By the idea of the foul we are not to underftand its fupernal exemplar, but its intimate 
form, and the difpofition, and as it were figure of its power. But by the chariots of the Gods, 
that is, of the mundane Gods and beneficent demons, are to be underftood all the inward difcur- 
five powers of their fouls, which purfue the intelligence of all things, and which can at the fame 
time equally contemplate and provide for inferior concerns. And the horfes fignify the efficacy 
and motive vigour of thefe powers. But the horfes and chariots of partial fouls, fuch as ours 
when feparated from the body, are mixed from good and evil. Our principal part is intellect. 
The better horfe is anger, and the worfe delire. The wings are anagogic or redudctory powers, 
and particularly belong to the charioteer or intelleét. An immortal animal is compofed from 
foul and a celeftial body ; but a mortal animal from foul and an elementary body. For partial 
fouls, fuch as ours, have three vehicles; one ethereal, derived from the heavens; the fecond 
aérial; and the third this grofs terreftrial body. Jupiter here fignifies the head of that order of 
Gods which fubfifts immediately above the mundane Gods, and is called azroayros, liberated: for 
the term mighty, as is well obferved by Proclus, is a fymbol of exempt fupremacy. The twelve 
Gods, therefore, which are divided into four triads, are Jupiter, Neptune, Vulcan, Vefta, Mi- 
nerva, Mars, Ceres, Juno, Diana, Mercury, Venus, Apollo. The firft triad of thefe is fabrica- 
tive; the fecond defenfive ; the third vivific; and the fourth reducfory. And the chariots of thefe 
Gods are fupermundane fouls, in which they are proximately carried. By the heavens, to the 
contemplation of which the /iberated and mundane Gods proceed, cannot be meant the fenfible 
heavens: for what bleffed fpe€tacles do thefe contain, or how can Gods be converted to things 
pofterior to themfelves? It is evidently, therefore, the Aeaven which Plato in the Cratylus defines 
to be ous eç To ava, or fight directed to that which is above; and forms that order of Gods which 
is called by the Chaldzean oracles vozTos xai voegos, intelligible and intellec?ual. There is a remakable 
error here in the Greek text, for inftead of ovpavia afida, celcffial arch, it fhould be read umoupavice 
aida, fubceleflial arch, as is evident from Proclus in Plat. Theol. p. 217, who lays a particular 
ftrefs upon the word uzoupuvia, as a reading univerfally acknowledged. Our courfe is faid to be 
difficult and hard, becaufe the motion of the better horfe verges to intelligibles, but of the worfe 
to fenfibles and generation; and becaufe our foul is unable in the prefent life equally to contem- 
plate, and providentially energize. By ambrofia is fignified that power which renders the Gods 
feparate from generation; but by nectar the immutable nature of their providential energies, 
which extend even to the laft of things. 


VOL. III. 2T a narration 
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a narration every way prolix and divine; but to defcribe a certain fimilitude 
of this idea is the bufinefs of a human and fhorter difcourfe. Let it then be 
fimilar to the kindred power of a winged chariot and charioteer. All the 
horfes and chariots of the Gods are indeed good, and compofed from things 
good; but thofe of other natures are mixed. And, in the firft place, our 
principal part governs the reins of its two-yoked car. In the next place, one 
of the horfes is good and beautiful, and is compofed from things of this kind; 
but the other is of a contrary nature, and is compofed of contrary qualities : 
and on this account our courfe is neceffarily difficult and hard. But we 
muft endeavour to explain why it is called in a certain refpe&t a mortal and 
immortal animal. Every foul takes care of every thing which is inanimate, 
and revolves about the whole of heaven, becoming fituated at different times 
in different forms. While it is perfect, indeed, and winged, its courfe is 
fublime, and it governs the univerfe. But the foul whofe wings fuffer a 
defluxion verges downward, till fomething folid terminates its defcent ; 
whence it receives a terrene body, as its deftined receptacle, which appears 
to move itfelf through the power of the foul: and the whole is called an 
animal compofed from foul and body, and is furnamed a mortal animal. 
But that which is immortal is perceived by no rational deduétion, except 
that which is hypothetical and feigned: fince we neither fee, nor fufficiently 
underftand, that a God is a certain immortal animal endued with a foul, and 
poffeffing a body naturally conjoined with foul, through the whole of time. 
Thefe things however are afferted, and may exift, as it pleafes divinity. But 
let us now declare the caufe through which the wings were caft afide, and 
fell from the foul. And this is of the following kind: There is a natural 
power in the wings of the foul, to raife that which is weighty on high, where 
the genus of the Gods refides. But of every thing fubfifting about body, the 
foul moft participates of that which is divine. But that which is divine is 
beautiful, wife, and good, and whatever can be afferted of a fimilar kind. 
And with thefe indeed the waged nature of the foul is efpecially nourifhed 
and increafed: but it departs from its integrity, and perifhes, through that 
which is evil and bafe, and from contraries of a fimilar kind. Likewife 
Jupiter, the mighty leader in the heavens, driving his winged chariot, begins 
the divine proceffion, adorning and difpofing all things with providential 
care. The army of Gods and demons, diftributed into eleven parts, follows 

his 
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his courfe: but Vefta alone remains in the habitation of the Gods. But 
each of the other Gods belonging to the twelve, prefides over the office com- 
mitted to his charge. There are many, therefore, and bleffed {pectacles 
and proceffions within the heavens, to which the genus of the bleffed Gods 
is converted as each accomplifhes the proper employment of his nature. 
But will and fower are the perpetual attendants of their proceffions: for 
envy is far diftant from the divine choir of Gods. But when they proceed 
to the banquet, and the enjoyment of delicious food, they fubiimely afcend 
in their progreffion to the fub-celeftial arch. And, indeed, the vehicles of 
the Gods being properly adapted to the guiding reins, and equally balanced, 
proceed with an eafy motion: but the vehicles of other natures are attended 
in their progreffions with difficulty and labour. For the horfe, participating 
of depravity, becomes heavy ; and when he has not been properly difciplined 
by tle charioteers, verges and gravitates to the earth. And in this cafe 
labour, and an extreme conteft, are propofed to the foul. But thofe who 
are denominated immortals, when they arrive at the fummit, proceeding 
beyond the extremity of heaven, ftand on its back: and while they are efta- 
blifhed in this eminence, the circumference carries them round, and they 
behold what the region beyond the heavens contains. But the fuperceleftial 
place has not yet been celebrated by any of our poets, nor will it ever be 
praifed according to its dignity and worth. It fubfifts, however, in the fol- 
lowing manner ; for we fhould dare to affirm the truth, efpecially when 
{peaking concerning the truth: without colour, without figure, and without 
contact, fubfifting as true effence, it alone ufes contemplative * intelleé, 
the governor of the foul; about which eflence, the genus of true fcience, 
refides. As the dianoétic power, therefore, of divinity revolves with intel- 
le& and immaculate fcience, fo likewife the dianoétic power of every foul, 
when it receives a condition accommodated to its nature, perceiving being 
through time, it becomes enamoured with it, and contemplating truth, 1s 
nourifhed and filled with joy, till the circumference by a circular revolution 
brings it back again to its priftine fituation. But in this circuit it beholds 
juftice herfelf, it beholds temperance, and fcience hertelf: not that with 
which generation is prefent, nor in which one thing has a particular local 
refidence in another, and to which we give the appellation of beings; but 


1 See the Additional Notes to the Timzus. 
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that which is fcience in ¢rue being. And, befides this, contemplating and 
banqueting on other true beings in the fame manner, again entering within 
the heavens, it returns to its proper home. But, when it returns, the cha- 
rioteer, {topping his horfes at the manger, prefents them with ambrofia, and 
together with it, ne€lar for drink. And this is the life of the Gods. 

But, with refpect to other fouls, fuch as follow divinity in the beft man- 
ner, and become fimilar to its nature, raife the head of the charioteer * into 
the fuperceleftial place ; where he is borne along with the circumference ; 
but js difturbed by the courfe of the horfes, and fcarcely obtains the vition 
of perfect realities. But other fouls at one time raife, and at another time 
deprefs, the head of the charioteer: and, through the violence of the horfes, 
they partly fee indeed, and are partly deftitute of vifion. And again, other fouls 
follow, all of them affecting the vifion of this fuperior place: but from being 
unable to accomplifh this defign, they are carried round in a merged condi- 
tion, fpurning againft and rufhing on each other, through a contention of 
precedency in their courfe. Hence the tumult, conteft, and perfpiration, 
are extreme. And here, indeed, many become lame through the fault of 
the charioteers, many break many of their wings, and all of them, involved 
in mighty labour, depart deftitute of the perception of reality; but after 
their departure they ufe an aliment compofed from opinion; through which 
there is a great endeavour to behold where the jain of truth is fituated. For, 
from a meadow of this kind, that which is beft in the foul receives conve- 
nient nutriment; and from this the nature of the wing is nourifhed, by 
which the foul is enabled to afcend. And this is the law of Adraftia, that 
whatever foul attending on divinity has beheld any thing of reality fhall be 
free from damage, till another period takes place: and that if the is always 
able to accomplith this, fhe fhall be perpetually free from the incurfions of 
evil. But if, through an impotency of accomplifhing this end, fhe has not 
perceived reality, and from fome misfortune, and being filled with oblivion 
and depravity, fhe becomes heavy and drow!y, breaks her wings, and falls 
again on the earth °, then this law prevents her in her firft generation from 


3 The head of the charioteer is that unity of the foul, which fhe participates from a divine 
unity, and which is, as it were, the very fummit and flower of her effence. 

2 The general caufe of the foul’s defcent, is her negleéting, as it were, the univerfal form of 
the world, diligently contemplating a certain portion of it only, and ardently defiring a partial 
mode of {fubfiftence; imagination and her vegetable power ftrongly alluring her to fuch a con- 
dition of being. 
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being implanted in fome brutal nature, but commands the foul which has 
feen the moft, to inform the body of a philofopher, or of one defirous of 
beauty; of a mufician, or of one devoted to love *. But it orders the foul, 
whofe perceptions rank in the fecond clafs, to defcend into a legitimate king, 
or a man ftudious of empire and war. But it diftributes a foul of the third 
order into the governor of a republic, or the ruler of a family, or the matter 
of atrade. And again, it diftributes a foul of the fourth rank into one en- 
gaged in gymnaftic exercife, or in procuring remedies, and taking care of 
the body: but fouls of the fifth order it diftributes into prophets and myftics, 
In the fixth, it makes a diftribution into a poetic life. In the feventh, into 
a geometrician or artificer., In the eighth, into a fophift or popular cha- 
racter. And in the ninth, into a tyrant. But in all thefe, he who paffes 
his life juftly will afterwards obtain a better condition of being : but he who 
acts unjuftly will pafs into a worfe ftate of exiftence. For no foul will re- 
turn to its priftine condition till the expiration of ten thoufand years ° : fince 
it will not recover the ufe of its wings before this period ; except it is the 
foul of one who has philofophized fincerely, or together with philofophy has 


* As there are principally nine celeftial fouls, viz. the foul of the world, and the fouls of the 
eight celeitial fpheres, to which our fouls are at different times accommodated; hence, fouls in 
their defcent receive nine differences of character. But the philofophic genius has the firft rank, 
becaufe it is naturally adapted to the inveftigation of every thing human and divine. And as fuch 
a genius is fludious of wifdom and truth, and the firit beauty fubfifts in thefe ; hence, with great 
propriety, it brings with it the purfuit of beauty. But we receive the image of beauty through the 
fight and hearing; and hence Plato connects with this character a mufician and a lover: the 
former on account of audible, and the latter of vifible beauty. But the next character is that of a 
king, who indeed extends a univerfal providence towards mankind, but whofe contemplations are 
not fo ample as thofe of the philofopher. The providential energies of thofe which follow, are 
fill more contracted. But when he diftributes prophets and myftics into the fifth order, we 
muft not fuppofe that he means fuch as are divine, but mercenary and vulgar prophets, who do 
not operate from fcience and art, but from cuftom and chance. 

2 The numbers three and ten are called perfe&t ; becaufe the former is the firt complete num- 
ber, and the latter in a certain refpect the whole of number ; the confequent feries of numbers 
being only a repetition of the numbers which this contains. Hence, as ro multiplied into itfelf 
produces 100, a plain number, and this again multiplied by 10 produces 1o20, a folid number ; 
and as 1000 multiplied by 3 forms 3000, and 10Co by 10, 10,030; on this account Plato em- 
ploys thefe numbers as fymbols of the purgation of the foul, and her reftitution to her proper 
perfection and felicity. I fay, as fymbols; for we muft not fuppofe that this is accomplifhed in 
juft fo many years, but that the foul’s reftitution takes place in a perfect manner. 
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loved beautiful forms. Thefe, indeed, in the third period of a thoufand years, 
if they have thrice chofen this mode of life in fucceffion, and have thus re- 
ftored their wings to their natural vigour, fhall in the three thoufandth year, 
fly away to their priftine abode. But other fouls, having arrived at the end 
of their firft life, fhall be judged. And of thofe who are judged, fome pro- 
ceeding to a fubterranean place of judgment, fhall there fuftain the punifh- 
ments they have deferved. But others, in confequence of a favourable 
judgment, being elevated into a certain celettial place, thall pafs their time 
in a manner becoming the life they have lived in a human fhape. And in 
the thoufandth year, both the kinds of thofe who have been judged, return- 
ing to the Jot and election of a fecond life, fhall each of them receive a life 
agreeable to his defire. Here alfo the human foul fhall pafs into the life of 
a beaft ', and from that of a beaft again into a man, if it has firt been the 
foul of a man. For the foul which has never perceived the truth, cannot 
pafs into the human form. Indeed it is neceffary to underftand man, deno- 
minated according to fpecies, as a being proceeding from the information 
of many fenfes to a perception contraéted into one by the reafoning power. 
But this is a recollection of what our foul formerly faw with divinity, when 
in a perfeét condition of being ; and when fhe defpifed what we now confider 
as realities, and was fupernally elevated to the contemplation of that which 
is true. On this account, the dianoétic power alone of the philofopher is 
juftly winged. For the philofophic memory perpetually adheres as much 
as poffible to thofe concerns, by an application to which even a God be- 
comes divine. But he who properly ufes meditations of this kind, being 
always initiated in perfect myfteries, alone acquires true perfeCtion. And 
fuch a one being feparated from human ftudies and purfuits, and adhering to 
that which is divine, is accufed by the multitude as infane, while in the 
mean time, from being filled with divine enthufiafm, he is concealed from 
the multitude. This whole difcourfe, therefore, which refpeéts the fourth 
kind of fury *, tends to the means by which any one, on perceiving a portion 


! We not muft underftand by this, that the foul of a man becomes the foul of a brute; but that 
by way of punifhment it is bound to the foul of a brute, or carried in it, jult as daemons refide in 
our fouls. Hence all the energies of the rational foul are perfe€lly impeded, and its intellectual 
eye beholds nothing but the dark and tumultuous phantafms of a brutal life. 

2 The four kinds of fury are the prophetic, myftic, poetic, and amatory. 
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of terrene beauty, from a reminifcence of that which is true, may recover 
his wings, and, when he has recovered them, may ftruggle to fly away. 
But fince he cannot accomplith this according to his with, like a bird looking 
on high and defpifing inferior concerns, he is accufed as one infanely affected. 
This enthufiafm ', therefore, is of all enthufiafms the beft, and is compofed 
from the beft, both to the poffeffor and the participant: and he who is under 
the influence of this mania when he loves beautiful objets, is denominated 
a lover. For, as we have before obferved, the foul of every man has from 
its nature perceived realities, or it could not have entered into the human 
form. But to recollect fuperior natures from objects of fenfe, is not eafy to 
all men; neither to thofe who then were engaged but a fhort time in the 
contemplation of thofe divine objects; nor to thofe who defcending hither 
have been unfortunate; nor to fuch as, turning to injuftice from certain 
alfociations, have become oblivious of the facred myfteries which they once 
beheld. And hence but a few remain whofe memory is fufficient for this 
exalted purpofe. But thefe, when they behold any fimilitude of fupernal 
forms, they are aftonifhed, and as it were rapt above themfelves: and at 
the fame time they are ignorant what this paffion may be, becaufe they arc 
not endued with a fufficient perception. Indeed, we behold no fplendour 
in fimilitudes which are here, of juftice, temperance, and whatever elfe is 
precious in the foul; but very few are able, and even to thefe it is difficult, 
through certain dark inftruments, to perceive from thefe images the genus 
of that which is reprefented. But we then faw fplendid? beauty, when 
we obtained together with that happy choir, this bleffed vifion and contem- 
plation. And we indeed beheld it together with Jupiter 3, but others in 

conjunction 


* He who is agitated with this enthufiafm poffefles that purification which is called by the 
Platonic philofophers teleflic, becaufe it is obtained by the exercife of myftic rites, and gives per- 
fe€tion to the foul. 

2 Plato every where {peaks of the fun as analogous to the higheft God. For as here the fun 
is the lord of the whole fenfible world, fo the firft caufe of the intelligible world. And as light is 
deduced from the lord the fun, which conjoins, connects, and unites that which is vifive with 
that which is vifible, after the fame manner the light proceeding from the higheft God, which 
light is truth, conjoins intellect with the intelligible. We may fee, therefore, that beauty imi- 
tates this light: for it is as it were a light emitted from the fountain of intelligibles, to this 
world, which it calls upwards to itfelf, and becomes the fource of union to lovers and the beloved. 

2 Plato, in the Timzus, fays that the cemiurgus, when he made the world, difleminated fouls 

3 cqual 
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conjun&ion with fome other Gad; at the fame time being initiated? in 
thofe myfteries which it is lawful to call the moft blefled of all myfteries *. 
And 


equal in number to the ftars, viz. as we have obferved in the Introduétion to that dialogue, equal 
according to analogy, and not as monadically confidered. Now, theie:ore, in conformity to what 
is there afferted, he fays, ‘‘we together with Jupiter,” as knowing his proper God. For this 
is the felicity of the human foul, to revolve in conjunction with its proper deities; fince it is not 
poffible to pafs beyond the Gods. 

2 The word reaern or initiation, fays Hermeas, was fo denominated from rendering the foul per- 
fect, mapa To tercav Yuxny amoreAciye The foul, therefore, was once perfect. But here it is 
divided, and is not able to energize wholly by itfelf. But it is neceflary to know, fays Hermeas, 
that zelete, muefis, and epopteia, tereta, wunss and exonreie differ from each other. Telete, therefore, 
is analogous to that which is preparatory to purifications. But muefis, which is fo called from 
clofing the eyes, is more divine. For to clofe the eyes in initiation is no longer to receive by fenfe 
thofe divine myfteries, but with the pure foul itfelf. And epopteia is to be ecftablifhed in, and 
become a fpe&ator of the myfteries. See more on this interefting fubject in my Differtation on 
the Fleufinian and Bacchic Myfteries. 

2 There is nothing belonging to antiquity more celebrated than the myfteries, and efpecially 
the Eleufinian, though the leading particulars of this auguft infticution are perfectly unknown 
to the moderns, as | have fhown in my Differtation on the Eleufinian and Bacchic myfteries. 
One circumftance in particu'ar of the lait importance, has been grofsly mifreprefented by that 
moft confummate fophift Dr. Warburton, in his Divine Legation of Mofes. The circum- 
ftance I allude to belongs to that part of the myfteries which is called exomteia, or in/pection. 
For here the Gods themfelves became actually apparent in fplendid images to the eyes of the 
epopte, or initiated infpeétcrs. And this, in the firft place, is evident from the following paffage 
of Proclus, in MS. Comment. on the firt Alcibiades: Ev rag ayiwtatais Twy TEAETHY, mpo THE Jecu 
mapovrias Iximovay xOcvwy Tivay exCorat mpoPaivovral, xai amo TUY axpavtTav ayabuy es Tny LAN Mpoxarou= 
pevai, i.e. ‘Inthe mot holy of the myfteries, before the God appears, the impulfions of certain 
terreftrial daemons become vifible, alluring (the initiated, from undefiled goods to matter.” And 
that by the moŝt holy of myfteries he means the Eleufinian, is evident from his fixth book de Plat. 
Theol. p. 371. where he exprefsly calls them by this name. And ftill more exprefsly in his 
Commentary on Plato’s Republic, p. 3%. Ev amagi Tais Teretais mai TOIS pvoTnpioss, os Seos morra 
Mev EauTwy WpoTevougs mopPas Torra de OXNUATA ekarratrovrTes Paivevras’ Mat TOTE MEY ATUANTOY GUTwy 
mpoGeGAntat Pus, TOTE Us Eis avOcwarEelov MIPONY ETXMUATITHEVOV, TOTE GE Eg aAAOIOV TUMOV pOEANAUOUS. i. €. 
“In all initiations and myfteries, the Gods exhibit many forms of themfelves, and appear in a 
variety of fhapes. And fometimes indeed an unfigured light of themfelves is held forth to the 
view; fometimes this light is figured according to a human form, and tometimes it proceeds 
into a different fhape.” And we are informed by Pfellus in a MS. on Dæmons that this 
evocation of divine natures formed one part of the facerdotal office; though, fays he, thofe who 
now prefide over the myfteries, are ignorant of the incantation neceflary to evocation. AAA’ ôi ye 
YUV Tns TeAETNG MpuEsapycy, Thy wer THs xÀxGtws oux toaow exwinv. This doctrine, too, of divine 
appearances in the myfteries is clearly confirmed by Plotinus, ennead. 1. lib. 6.p. 55. and ennead. 
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And thefe divine orgies were celebrated by us while we were perfeét, and 
free from thofe evils which awaited us in a fucceeding period of time. We 
likewife were initiated in, and became fpeétators of, entire ', fimple, quietly 
ftable °, and bleffed vifions, refident in a pure 3 light ; being ourfelves pure, 
and liberated from this furrounding veftment, which we denominate body, 
and to which we are now bound, like an oyfter to its thell. 

With thefe f{peculations, therefore, we fhould gratify our memory; for 
the fake of which, and through a defire of thofe realities which we once be- 
held, I have given fuch an extent to my difcourfe. But beauty, as we have 
faid, fhone upon us during our progreffions with the Gods; but on our 
arrival hither we poffefled the power of perceiving it, fhining moft perfpi- 
cuoufly, through the cleareft of our fenfes. For fight * is the moft acute of 
all our corporeal fenfes; though even through this wifdom cannot be per- 
ceived. If indeed it could, what vehement love would it excite, by pre- 
fenting to the eye fome perfpicuous image of itfelf! And the fame may be 


lib. 9. p. 770. From all this we may collet how egregioufly Dr. Warburton was miftaken when, 
in page 231 of his Divine Legation, he afferts that the light beheld in the myfteries was nothing 
more than an illuminated image which the prieft had purified. ‘* This,” fays he, ‘* which was 
all over illuminated, and which the prieft had thoroughly purified, was aya\ua, an image.” But, 
indeed, his whole account of this divine inftitution is abfurd, falfe, and ridiculous in the extreme. 
I only add, that the preceding obfervations plainly fhow to what Plato alludes in this part of the 
dialogue, by his /nple ard blefed vifions refident in a pure light, and that we can no longer wonder 
why the initiated are reported to have been called happy. 

* Viz. perfect. 

4 By this Plato indicates the firm and permanent nature of intelligibles. 

3 He fays this becaufe the light here is not pure, being mingled with the air. 

4 Plato now withes to fpeak concerning the amatory character, and to fhow how it is led back 
from fenfible to intelligible beauty. What he fays, therefore, is this,—that intelligible beauty thines 
forth in an intelligible eflence, together with the fpe€tacles which are there, and that from this 
beauty, fenfible beauty is unfolded into light. For, as the light proceeding from the fun illumi- 
nates the whole fenfible world, fo beauty, originating from intelligibles, pervades through the 
regions of fenfe. But he calls the fight the cleareft of all the fenfes, becaufe it is more acute 
than the reft. Hence, it is confidered as analogous to fire by thofe who compare the fenfes to 
the elements. But its fuperior acutenefs is evident from this, that when found, and that which 
is vifible, are produced together, as in the inftance of thunder and lightning, we firft fee the light- 
ning, and fome time after the found reaches our hearing. The reafon of this is evident: for 
fight fees without time, or in an inftant; but the other fenfes require time. Sight alfo is analo- 
gous to intelle&t: for as intellect fees all things indivifibly, fo likewife fight. For it directly fees 
the interval which reaches from hence as far as to the heavens. 
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faid of every thing elfe which is the objeét of love. But now beauty alone 
is allotted the privilege of being the moft apparent and lovely of all things. 
He, therefore, who has not recently defcended hither, or whofe manners are 
depraved, will not very fwiftly be excited from hence thither to a furvey of 
the beautiful itfelf, by beholding that among fenfible objeéts which receives 
the fame appellation. Hence, he will not reverence it while he beholds it; 
but, giving himfelf up to pleafure, he will endeavour to walk about and ge- 
nerate after the manner of a quadruped: and, injurioufly converfing with 
others, he will neither be afraid nor afhamed of purfuing pleafure contrary 
to nature. But he who has been recently initiated, and who formerly was 
a {pectator of many bleffed vifions, when he beholds fome deiform counte- 
nance, elegantly imitative of beauty, or fome incorporeal idea, at firft in- 
deed he is {truck with horror *, and feels fomething of that terror which for- 
merly invaded him ; but, from an after furvey, he venerates it asa God: and 
if it was not for the dread of being thought vehemently infane, he would 
facrifice to his beloved *, as to a ftatue and a God. But, in confequence of 
furveying this beautiful objet, he experiences a mutation in his feelings, a 
perfpiration and unaccuftomed heat. 3, fuch as horror produces. For, receiv- 
ing the influx of beauty through his eyes, he becomes hot, and this irrigates 
the nature of his wings; but when heated, whatever belongs to the germi- 
nating of his pinions liquefies, and which formerly being compreffed through 
hardnefs reftrained the vigour of their fhoots. But an influx of nutriment 


1 It is well obferved by Hermeas, that it is neceflary to confider what is here faid vitally and 
intellectually. For, as we are feized with aftonifhment on beholding certain fenfible particulars, 
fo likewife in the vifion of the Gods; not that it is fuch a terror as that which arifes from the view 
of enemies approaching, but a terror better than a fear of this kind, through the tranfcendent ful- 
nefs of the Gods. It is neceflary, therefore, that the human foul fhould fubmit itfelf to the Gods, 
and to incorporeal forms which furpafs our power, and fhould be feized with a terror better than 
human fear at the view of them, not as if they were dire, and dreadful, and refifting ; for thefe 
are the indications of matter and earth-born natures. Plato, therefore, fignifies by horror, an ex- 
citation from fenfibles to intelligibles. 

2 That is, he would facrifice to intelligible beauty, of which ferfible beauty is the reprefenta- 
tion, fimilitude and image. For here, fays Hermeas, thofe who facrifice to ftatues do not facri- 
fice ro the matter itfelf, and the images, but to the Gods. Kai yap evravde os Tois ayaruaciw Suovtes 
oux auTn van Suvoves nar TAIS ENOTIV, AAA Tois SeoIs. 

3 Heat here fignifies the anagogic power of the foul, or that power which elevates her to ine 
telligibles. 
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taking place, the quill of the wing f{wells, and endeavours to burft forth, 
through the whole form of the foul : for the whole was formerly winged. 
The whole, therefore, in this cafe, becomes fervid, and leaps ipward. 
Aud as infants, during the growth of their teeth, are tormented with the 
friction and pain of their gums, in the fame manner is the foul affected 
with refpeét to the fhooting forth of its wings: for it becomes fubje& to an 
immoderate heat, titillation, and torment. When, therefore, it beholds 
the beauty of fome human form, then imbibing the parts which flow from 
thence, and which is on this account called fiche, it becomes irrigated and 
heated, ceafes to be in pain, and rejoices. But when it is feparated on this 
vifion of beauty, and becomes dry through heat, then the orifices of the 
paflages through which the feathers endeavoured to fhoot forth, being clofed, 
impede the offspring of the wing. But thefe being fhut in together with 
defire, and leaping about like things fubject to palpitation, ftrike againft the 
avenues of their progreffion. Hence, the whole foul, becoming pierced on 
all fides in a circle, is agitated with fury, and tormented ; but, ‘through the 
memory of the beautiful, again exults with delight. But, from the ixine 
of both thefe, it is grievoufly tormented, through the novelty of the pafon, 
and becomes dubious and raging; and, while it is thus furious, can neither 
fleep by night, nor abide any where by day; but runs about agitated by de- 
fire, wherever there is any probability of obtaining the vifion of beauty. But 
beholding the beloved beautiful objeét, and deducing defire, as through a 
ahann. it now frees from confinement what was before inclofed ; aid, by 
this means enjoying the benefit of refpiration, is liberated from its incite- 
ments and parturitions, For the prefent, therefore, it reaps the advantage 
of this moft delicious pleafure ; by which it is fo charmed, that it would 
never voluntarily depart from its allurements, nor does it efteem any thing fo 
much as this beloved beauty, but delivers over to oblivion its parents, brethren, 
and friends ; and, befides this, confiders the diffipation of its poffeffions through 
negligence as a thing of no confequence, and perfeétly defpifes thofe legal 
{afticutions and decries in which it formerly gloried ; and is always prepared 
for every kind of fervitude and fubjection, fo that it may be near to the ob- 
je of its defire, For, befides reverencing that which poffeffes beauty, it 
finds that this alone is the phyfician of its greateft difeafes, 
This paffion therefore, O beautiful youth, which is the fubje@ of my 
2 U2 prefent 
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prefent difcourfe, is called by men Love ! : but if you fhould hear how it is 
denominated by the Gods, you would probably laugh, on account of your 
youth, But I think that certain Homerics affert, from fome recondite 
verfes, that there are two poems upon Love, one of which calls him per- 
fectly injurious, and not very elegant; but they celebrate him as follows : 


By men Love’s fying called ; but, forced to fly, 
He’s named the winged, by the powers on high. 


In thefe it is partly lawful to believe, and partly not. This however is the 
caufe, and the paffion of lovers. When any one, therefore, of the atten- 
dants upon Jupiter * is taken captive, fuch a one is able to bear with greater 
firmnefs the burthen of this winged God: but fuch as are fubfervient to 
Mars 3, and revolve in conjunétion with that deity, when they are enfnared 
by love, and think that they are in any refpeét treated unjuftly by their be- 
loved, they are eafily incited to flaughter, and are ready to deftroy both 
themfelves and the objects of their regard. And thus every one honours the 
God, round whom he harmonioufly revolves, and imitates his life as much 


! Plato, fays Hermeas, wifhes to etymologize the name of Love, viz. the paffion which is in- 
generated in us from the beautiful. This paffion is called by men Love, from flowing inward, but 
by the Gods winged, from its giving wings tothe foul. But Plato, fays Hermeas, calls Homerics 
thofe that fing the verfes of Homer. He alfo denominates the above verfes recondite, withing to 
indicate the concealed, divine, and arcane nature of the affertion. 

2 For all the gifts of Jupiter, fays Hermeas, are firm, ftable, and always fubfift after the fame 
manner. 

3 For Mars is the fource of divifion and motion. But it is neceffary to know this univerfally, 
fays Hermeas, that whatever is imparted by any divinity is received according to the peculiar 
aptitude of the recipient. Thus, for inftance, fays he, Venus beftows friendfhip and union; but 
fince the illumination imparted by the Goddefs is mingled with matter, the recipient often per- 
verts her gift, and friendfhip becomes adultery, from being vicioufly received. For things are 
imparted in one way by the Gods, and are received in another by their participants. Thus alfo, 
when different fubftances become the recipients of the folar heat, one of thefe is liquefied as wax, 
and another is hardened as clay: for each receives what is given according to its proper effence, 
though the folar light has a uniform fubfiftence. 

Hermeas adds, it may alfo be faid, {peaking more theoretically, that the laughter which is here 
afcribed to Mars, fignifies a divulfion from matter, through rapidly turning from it, and no lon- 
ger energizing phyfically, but intellectually. For flaughter, when applied to the Gods, may be 
faid to be an apoftacy from fecondary natures, juft as flaughter here fignifies a privation of the 
prefent life. 


5 as 


THE PHEDRUS. : 333 


as poffible, and as long as he remains free from corruption: and after this 
manner he lives here his firft generation, and affociates with, and conduéts 
himfelf towards, his beloved and others. Every one, therefore, choofes 
the love of beauty after his own fafhion, and, as if he confidered it with re- 
{pect to himfelf a God, he fabricates and adorns it like a ftatue, and as that 
which is the obje&t of his adoration and facrifice. Such, therefore, as are 
the followers of Jupiter feek after a foul belonging to this God for the ob- 
ject of their affection. Hence, they confider whether he is naturally philo- 
fophic, and adapted to command ; and when they find their beloved with 
fuch difpofitions, they endeavour by all poffible means to render him com- 
pletely fuch. If, therefore, they have not already endeavoured to obtain 
what they defire, then, through the incitements of love, they anxioufly ftrive 
for its poffeffion ; learning by what means it may be acquired ; and invefti- 
gating by themfelves how to difcover the nature of their proper deity, they 
at length find it, through being compelled to look with vehemence towards 
their prefiding God. But when they become conneéted with him through 
memory, and are agitated by a divine influence, they receive from him man- 
ners and purfuits, as far it is poffible for man to participate of divinity. And 
as they confider the object of their love as the caufe of all this, their love 
becomes ftill more vehement. If, too, they draw their afflatus from Jupiter, 
then, like the female prieftefles of Bacchus, they pour their enthufiafm into 
the foul of their beloved, and by this means become as much as poftible 
moft fimilar to their ruling God. But fuch as follow Juno! feek after a 
royal foul; which when they have difcovered, they aét in every refpect to- 
wards it in a manner fimilar to the attendant on Jupiter. But the followers 
of Apollo, and of each of the other Gods, imitating their feveral deities, 
feek after a beloved objet who is naturally affected like themfelves. This 
when they have obtained, both by imitation, perfuafion, and elegant man- 
ners, they endeavour by all means to lead their beloved to the purfuits and 
idea of their peculiar God; not, indeed, by employing envy and illiberal 
malevolence towards the objeéts of their affection, but by endeavouring to 
conduct them to a perfect fimilitude to the God whom they particularly adore. 


* Of the two divinities, Juno and A pollo, that are here mentioned, fays Hermeas, the former 
converts all things through empire, and the latter leads all things to fymphony and union. 
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The willing defire, therefore, and end of true lovers, if they obtain the ob- 
ject of their purfuit, is fuch as I have defcribed: and thus they become 


illuftrious and bleffed, through the fury of love towards the beloved, when 
the beloved object is once obtained. 


But every one who is allured is captivated in the following manner. In 
the beginning of this fable ?, we affigned a triple divifion to every foul; and 
we eftablifhed two certain fpecies as belonging to the form of the horfes, 
and confidered the charioteer as the third fpecies. Let this divifion, there- 
fore, remain the fame for us at prefent. But one of the horfes, we faid, 
was good, and the other not. But we have not yet declared what the virtue 
is of the good horfe, or the vice of the bad one; it is therefore proper that 
we fhould now declare it. The good horfe *, therefore, fubfifts in a more 


beautiful 


* Socrates having {poken concerning that love which fubfifts according to retitude, and alfo 
concerning that which fubfifts according to a deviation from rectitude, and having, therefore, 
difcuffed the extremes, he now wifhes to {peak about the media, viz. temperate and intemperate 
love. As, therefore, he {peaks of the foul confidered as affociating with the body, he very properly 
gives to it other horfes: for, in proportion as the foul defcends into generation, and approaches 
to thefe tempeftuous realms, fhe receives a greater number of veftments. Hence, he difcourfes 
concerning other horfes, viz. fuch as poffefs a habitude to this body, and participate of its vital 
paffions. For the foul while fhe lives in the intelligible world has other horfes, which are 
characterized by famene/s and difference. This indeed is evident, for antient theology gives 
horfes even to the Gods themfelves. Now, therefore, he confiders other horfes, viz. anger and 
defire, and calls his difcourfe concerning them a fable, which he did not before, when fpeaking 
of the horfes of divine natures, and of the human foul herfelf when liberated from this terrene 
body. The reafon of this, as Hermeas beautifully obferves, is, becaufe the foul is in this hody 
as in a fiéiton. For the whole apparent body with which we are furrounded, and all the vifible 
order of things, is fimilar to a fable. Very properly, therefore, does Socrates, withing to fpeak 
concerring the habitude, proximity, or alliance of the foul to this body, call his difcourfe a fable. 
But he did not call what he faid prior to this a fable, becaufe the foul while living on high with the 
Gods had other horfes. He alfo here calls the rational foul nnoxsnos, of the nature of a charioteer, 
and not nvox9s, a charioteer, as in what he faid prior to this; fignifying that the rational foul in 
the prefent body only imitates a charioteer. In {peaking of the horfes, too, he ufes the word 
im ropopow, or having the form of horfes, and not ixo, horfes, as before. For the energies of the 
foul in conjunétion with body are not fuch as when fhe is united with intelligibles. 

2 The divine Plato, fays Hermeas, diftributes the parts of the foul into different parts of the 
body. Hence, confidering intellect and the reafoning power as analogous to the ruler of a city, 
he eftablithes them in the brain: for the brain is fpherical, and man is a microcofm. He makes 
the brain, therefore, analogous to the heavens. In the next place, fince anger is naturally more 
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beautiful condition, is erect, well-articulated, has its neck lofty, its nofe 
fomewhat aquiline, its colour white, and its eyes black. It is likewife a 
lover of honour *, together with temperance and modefty ; is the companion 
of true opinion, is not whipped, and is only to be governed by exhortation 
and reafon. But the bad one is crooked °, various, rafh in its motions, {tiff 

and 


noble than defire, and is analogous to thofe in a city that fight for its defence, and reprefs what- 
ever is diforderly and tumultuous in it, and whom he calls auxiliaries; fince anger alfo reproves 
and oppofes defire,—hence he fixes it in the heart, that it may be in the veftibules of reafon, being 
only feparated from the brain by that interval the neck. But the defiderative part, as being irra- 
tional and fimilar to the mercenary tribe and the multitude in a city, he places in the liver, as an 
afs ata manger. Anger, therefore, is more noble than defire, as being nearer to reafon; and 
hence it has a better ftation, for it is arranged in a better region. He fays, therefore, in the firt 
place concerning anger, that it is more beautiful, and is impreffed with forms, at one time from 
the body, and at another from the manners and the foul. He calls it /raight, becaufe it receives 
the meafures of reafon; well-articulated, i. e. of a ditin&t, and not of a mixed nature; and hav- 
ing its neck lofty, i.e. always extending itfelf, and defpifing things of a worfe condition. He 
alfo fays that it has an aguiline nofe, indicating by this its royal nature: for the hooked or aqui- 
line, fays Hermeas, is always given by Plato to that which is royal and noble; and the aquiline 
is of a more elegant form than the flat nofe. He adds, that it is white to the view ; indicating 
that it is moft {plendid and fhining with beauty ; alfo, that its eyes are black, viz. inveftigating 
things profound, and withing to furvey unapparent and intelligible natures: for he calls the un- 
apparent black. 

t Plato having related the prerogatives which the better of the two horfes poffeffes from the 
body, now enumerates thofe which it poffeffes from the foul. Honour, then, is the greateft of 
goods, as he fays in the Laws; but nothing evil is honourable. On which account alfo we ho- 
nour Divinity. The good horfe, therefore, is a lover of honour; that is, it afpires after form 
and the good. But it alfo loves honour in conjunction with temperance, i. e. it poffeffes thefe 
prerogatives of the foul, performs things pertaining to itfelf, and is not willing to be filled with 
the contrary. It is likewife only to be governed by reafon and exhortation, as being near to reae 
fon, and dire€ting by its meafures all the meafures of its own life. 

2 Plato here {peaks concerning the worfe of the two horfes, and imitates its mingled nature. 
For he no longer fpeaks firft concerning the prerogatives of the body, and afterwards concerning 
thofe of the foul, but he confufes the order. In oppofition, therefore, to what he had afferted 
of the more noble horfe, he fays of this, that it is crooked, as being charatteriftic of defire; for 
defire is fimilar to a wild beaft: various, for this epithet alfo is accommodated to defire, which is 
multiform, and the friend of multitude; and ra/h in its motions, as being hurried along by cafual 
impulfe. He alfo adds, that it is fif; indicating by this its ref/ng nature: that it is pirt- 
necked, as being abject, living according to defire, and not afpiring after honour: ff t-nofed, as 
being vile, grovellirg, and not royal: of a black colour, as being dark, and not clear and fhining 
like the other: having its eyes gray, as being only fuperficially {plendid, and poffefling intelle&tions 

only 
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and fhort-necked, flat-nofed, of a black colour, having its eyes gray, and 
being full of blood; is the companion of injury and arrogance, has its ears 
hairy and deaf, and is fcarcely obedient to the whip and the fpur. When, 
therefore, the charioteer beholds the amatory eye inflaming all the foul, 

through fenfible perception, and filling it with the incentives of titillation and 
seine, then, as always, the horfe which | is obedient to the charioteer, vio- 
lently checking its motions, through fhame reftrains itfelf from leaping on 
the beloved obje&. But the other cannot be held back, either by the fpur 
or whip of the charioteer; but hurries along violently, leaping and exult- 
ing, and, fully employing the charioteer and its affociate, compels both of 
them to rufh along with it to venereal delight. Both thefe, however, refift 
its violence from the beginning, and indignantly endure to be thus com- 
pelled to fuch dire and lawlefs conduét. But at length, when there is no 
end of the malady, in confequence of being borne along by compulfion, they 
now give way, confent to do what they are ordered, and deliver themfelves 
up to the furvey of the fplendid afpeét of the beloved, But the charioteer, 
from a vifion of this kind, recovers the memory of the nature of beauty, 
and again perceives it firmly eftablifhed, together with temperance, in a pure 
and holy £ feat. In confequence, however, of fuch a perception he is ter- 
rified, and through reverence falls fupine, and at the fame time is compelled 
to draw back the reins with fuch vehemence, that both the horfes fall upon 
their hips; the one indeed willingly, through his not making any refiftance ; 
but the other with arrogant oppofition, through his extreme unwillingnefs 
to comply. But when they have departed to a greater diftance in their 
courfe, the one, through fhame and aftonifhment, moiftens all the foul with 
fweat ; but the other, being liberated from the pain which he had fuffered 
through the bridle and the fall, is {carcely able to breathe, and, full of anger, 
reviles the charioteer and his partner in the courfe, as deferting order and 


only as far as to the phantafy: being full of blood, i.e. being moft allied to generation : the come 
panion of injury and arrogance, as pofleffing properties directly contrary to the other horfe; for that 
was the affociate of temperance and modefty : has its ears hairy and deaf, as being unobedient, and 
often hearing a thing without attending to it: and, laftly, is /carcely obedicnt to the whip and the 
fpur, as not capable of being benefited by exhortation. 

t i,e. In the intelligible; for fuch is the intelligible region, fince the beauties which are here 
are not genuinely beautiful. 
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the compact through effeminacy and fear; and again compelling them to 
proceed, though perfe@ly unwilling, he fcarcely complies with them, re- 
quefting {fome delay. But when the appointed time for which the delay 
was granted arrives, and which they feign themfelves to have forgotten, then 
the vicious horfe, violently urging, neighing, and hurrying them away, com- 
pels them to addrefs the beloved again in the fame language as before. 
When, therefore, they approach near, then bending and extending his tail, 
and champing the bridle, he draws them along with importunate impu- 
dence. But the charioteer, being ftill more affeéted in this manner, and 
falling down as it were from the goal, pulls back the reins with ftill greater 
violence from the teeth of the injurious horfe, repreffes his reviling tongue 
and bloody jaws, fixes his legs and hips on the ground, and thus torments 
him for his behaviour, But when the vicious horfe has often endured a 
punifhment of this kind, he is at length rendered humble and fubmiffive, 
and follows the providential direCtions of the charioteer; fo that he is loft 
as it were on feeing a beautiful object. Hence it fometimes happens, that the 
foul of a lover follows its beloved with reverence and fear, and that the lover 
pays it every kind of obfervance and attention as if it was equal to a God; 
and this not with any diffimulation, but in confequence of being really thus 
affected: fo that, when the beloved happens to be naturally a friend, then 
his friendfhip confpires into one with that of his obfequious lover. 

If, therefore, in {fome former period of time, he has been deceived by his 
aflociates, or by fome other perfons, afferting that it was bafe to be familiar 
with a lover, and has on this account rejected his lover; yet advancing age, 
and the wants of nature, lead him to the converfe of love. For it was 
never decreed by fate, either that the evil fhould Le a friend to the evil, 
or that the good fhould not te a friend to the good. When, therefore, the 
youth admits his lover to an intimate familiarity with him, then the bene- 
volence of the lover aftonifhes the beloved, in confequence of perceiving 
that all other friends and affuciates exhibit no portion of triendfhip which 
can be compared with that of a friend divinely infpired, But when the 
lover continues to a& in this manner for a long {pace of time, living with 
his beloved in high familiarity, frequently touching him in gymnaftics and 
other affociations, then the fountain of that effluxion which Jupiter, when 
enamoured with Ganymedes, denominated defire, ftreaming abundantly 
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towards the lover, is partly infufed into him, and partly through its exuberance 
flows forth externally. And as air, or a certain echo, when received by 
{mooth and folid bodies, is again impelled to the place from whence it pro- 
ceeded; fo this efHuxion of beauty, flowing back again to the beautiful 
through the eyes, as it is naturally adapted to penetrate into the foul, and 
ftimulate the avenues of the wings, now irrigates, and excites them to 
fhoot forth their feathers, and fills the foul of the beloved with love. Hence 
he loves, but is doubtful concerning what he loves ; and neither knows what 
he fuffers, nor is able to relate it: but juft like an eye infeéted with the 
vifion of another eye which is difeafed, he is unable to affign the caufe of 
his malady, and is ignorant that he beholds himfelf in his lover, as in a 
mirror. Hence, when his lover is prefent, he, like him, ceafes to be in pain ; 
but, when he is abfent, he defires in the fame manner as he is defired, pof- 
fefling, inftead of love, nothing more than an image of love; and he deno- 
minates it, and thinks that it is not love, but friendfhip. He defires, there- 
fore, in a manner fimilar to his lover, though more feebly, to fee, to touch, 
to love, to fit together; and, as it is reafonable to fuppofe, he performs all 
this afterwards with the greateft celerity. Hence, in their moft intimate 
affociations, the intemperate horfe of the lover calls on the charioteer, and. 
tells him that he ought to be gratified with a fmall degree of pleafure, as 
the reward of fuch mighty labours: but the fame horfe of the beloved has, 
indeed, nothing to fay; but, diftended and dubious, it embraces the lover, 
full of vehement benevolence towards him, and is prepared to comply in 
every refpect with the defires of the beloved. But the conjoined horfe, 
together with the charioteer, refifts this familiarity through reafon and 
fhame. If, therefore, the better parts of the diano€tic power obtaining the 
victory lead the lovers to an orderly and philofophic mode of condu@t, then 
they pafs through the prefent life with felicity and concord, fubduing 
themfelves, and adorned with modeft manners; the vicious part of the foul 
being in fubjeCtion, and the virtuous, free, But, arriving at the end of the 
prefent life, they become winged and light, in confequence of being viĉtors 
in one of the truly Olympic contefts ! ; a greater good than which, neither 


human 


* Thefe contefts are denominated Olympic, not from the mountain Olympus, but from Olym- 
pus, heaven. But he who philofophizes truly becomes the victor in three contefts. Iu the firt 
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human temperance, nor divine fury, can extend to man. But if they lead 
a more arrogant and unphilofophic life, but at the fame time united with 
ambition, their intemperate horfe will perhaps lead their unguarded fouls 
into intoxication, or fome other indolent habits; caufe them to embrace 
thofe delights which the multitude confider as the moft bleffed of all plea- 
fures; and will fix them in continual endeavours to gain the objet of their 
defire. They will, therefore, exercife themfelves in thefe delights, but this, 
however, rarely ; becaufe the whole of the dianoétic nature does not con- 
{fent to fuch enjoyments, ‘Thefe too will live in friendfhip with each other, 
as well as the former, through the external effluxion of love, but in a lefs 
fervent degree; thinking that they ought both to give and receive from 
each other the greateft confidence, which it is unlawful to diffolve, and by 
this means become enemies inftead of friends. But, in their exit from the 
prefent body, they will not be winged indeed, but will be excited to emit 
their pinions; fo that they will carry with them no fmall reward of ama- 
tory fury. For the law forbids thofe who are now beginning the celeftial 
progreflion, to enter into darknefs, and the fubterranean journey ; but orders 
them, in confequence of leading a {plendid life, to be happy with each other 
during their progreffions ; and that, when they are fimilarly winged, this 
(hall take place for the fake of love. Such then, O young man, fo nume- 
rous, and {o divine are the benefits which the friendfhip of a lover will 
confer on you. But the familiarity of one who is void of love, being mingled 
with mortal temperance, and difpenfing mortal and niggardly concerns, will 
generate in the foul of its friendly affociate that illiberality which is con- 
fidered as virtue by the vulgar, and will caufe it to wander for nine thou- 
fand years with a rolling motion upon and under the earth. 


place, he fubjeéts all the inferior powers of his foul to intelleét; in the fecond place, he obtains 
wifdom, in conjunction with divine fury ; and, in the third place, recovering his wings, he flies 
away to his kindred ftar. But if any one, through the generofity of his nature, happens to be 
more propenfe to love, and yet has not been from the beginning philofophically and morally 
educated, and hence, after he has been enfnared by love, gives way perhaps to venereal delights ; 
fuch a one, in confequence of a lapfe of this kind, cannot recover his wings entire, yet, on 
account of the wonderful anagogic power of love, he will be prepared for their recovery. Hence, 
when in a courfe of time he has amputated his luft, and, retaining the fublimity of love, has formed 
a virtuous friendfhip, he will not after the prefent life be precipitated into the loweft region of 
punifhment, but will be purified in the air, till he has philolophized in the higheft degree. 
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And thus, O beloved Love, through the impulfe of Phadrus, we have ren- 
dered and extended to thee a recantation, clothed in poetic figures and expref- 
fions, in the moft beautiful and bet manner we are able to accom plifh. 
Wherefore, pardoning what we before afferted, and gratefully ' receiving our 
prefent difcourfe, continue benignantly and propitiovfly the amatory art ? 
which you have conferred on me, neither taking away nor ditninifhing its pof- 
{effion through avenging anger. But grant, that among fuch as are beauti- 
ful I may yet be more honoured than at prefent. And if Phedrus and I 
have formerly faid any thing fevere again{ft thy divinity, grant that, accufing 
Lyfias as the author of fuch a difcourte, we may defift from all fuch affertions 
in future ; and befides this, gracioufly convert him to the ftudy of philofophy, 
like his brother Polemarchus, fo that this lover of his may no longer tend 
hither and thither, without any ftability, as is the cafe at prefent, but may 
ingenuoufly pafs his life in future, in conjunction with love and philofopnic 
difcourfes. 

Puzpr. I unite with you in prayer, Socrates, if it is better that all this 
fhould happen to us. But 1 have fome time fince wondered at your dif- 
courfe; as it fo far furpaffes that which was formerly delivered, that Iam 
afraid, left Lyfias himfelf fhould appear but mean, if he is defirous to enter 
the lifts againft another. And, indeed, but lately a very principal perfon 
in the commonwealth branded him with this very epithet; calling him, 
through the whole of his accufation, nothing more than a compofer of 
orations. Perhaps, therefore, he will defift through ambition from writing 
any more. 

Soc. You affert, O young man, a ridiculous opinion; and you very much 
wander from the intention of your affociate, if you think him fo extremely 
timid : but perhaps you think that his reviler has fpoken the truth in what 
he has faid againft him. 


* It is well obferved here by Hermeas, that Socrates ufes the word gratefully, not as if the 
Gods received any favour from us, but becaufe we gratify ourfelves through worfhipping the 
divinities, in confequence of becoming allied to and familiar with them. 

2 Should it be afked why Socrates now calls that an art which he had before denominated 
enthufiaflic, we reply with Hermeas, that he fays this becaufe it is neceflary to excite the artificial 
theorems which we poffefs, and thus afterwards receive the illuminations from the Gods. 

. PHEDR. 
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Pua#pr. To me it appears fo indeed, Socrates: and you yourfelf know, 
that the moft powerful and venerable in a city are afhamed to compofe 
orations, and to leave their writings behind them, dreading the opinion of 
vofterity, left they fhould be called fophifts, 

Soc. You are ignorant, Phadrus, that the proverb, 4 couch is pleafant, 
is derived from that long curvature which is about the Nile': and, 
befides this, you are ignorant that the moft prudent of politicians particu- 
larly love to compofe orations, and to leave their writings behind them; 
and are fo fond of thofe who extol their works, as to give the firft place in 
their writings to fuch as celebrate their productions every where. 

Puzpr. How do you mean? For I donot underftand you. 

Soc. What, do not you know that, in the beginning of a politician’s book, 
the very firft thing that makes its appearance is the perfon by whom the 
book is praifed ? 

Puzpr. How? 

Soc. Why, it fays, that it is approved by the council, or the people, or by 
both. And he who fays this, fays it, at the fame time extremely reve- 
rencing and celebrating himfelf as the author. But after this he {peaks in 
fuch a manner as to fhow his wifdom to his admirers, and fometimes 
accomplithes this in a very long difcourfe. Does this, therefore, appear to 
you to be any thing elfe than a written oration? 

PHÆDR. It does not. 

Soc. If, therefore, this happens to be approved, he departs rejoicing from 
the theatre, like a poet. But if it fhould be rejefted, and he fhould be 
excluded from compofing orations, and fhould be confidered as unworthy to 
be an author, both he and his friends are afflicted on the account. 

PHÆDR. And, indeed, very much fo. 

Soc. In this, therefore, it is fufficiently evident, that they do not defpife 
a ftudy of this kind, but hold it in the higheft eftimation. 


Puezpr. Entirely fo. 
Soc. But what, when a rhetorician, or a king, acquires an ability like 


* This is faid according to that figure in Rhetoric which is called avrippacis, or oppofiticn s for 
this long curvature about the Nile, according to Hermeas, was a place where there was much 


moleftation. 
that 


34% THE PHÆDRUS, 


that of Lycurgus, or Solon, or Darius, fo as to be reckoned an immortal 
writer by the city, will he not think himfelf equal to a God, while he is yet 
alive? and will not pofterity entertain the fame opinion refpeCting him, 
upon furveying his writings! 

Puzpr. Very much fo. 

Soc. Do you think then that any fuch perfon, however malevolent he 
may be, would revile Lyfias, merely becaufe he is a writer ? 

PHÆDR. It does not feem probable from what you have faid: for he 
would revile, as it appears, his own purfuit. 

Soc. From hence, therefore, it muft be evident to every one, that no 
one is {candalous merely from compofing orations. 

Puzpr. For how fhould he? 

Soc. But this I think is in reality fhameful, not to write and {peak in a 
becoming manner, but fhamefully and vicioufly. 

Puzpr. Evidently fo. What then is the mode of writing well and ill ? 

Soc. Have we not occafion, Phzedrus, to inquire this of Lyfias or of fome 
other, who has either at any time written any thing, or is about to write; 
whether his compofition is political, or on private fubjects ; whether it is in 
meafure like the works of a poet, or without meafure like thofe of a private 
perfon? 

Puzpr. Do you afk, if we have not occafion? For what purpofe, as I 
may fay, is our very life, but for the fake of pleafures of this kind? For, 
certainly, it is not for the fake of thofe pleafures which pain muf 
neceffarily antecede, or elfe no pleafure would fubfift ; which is nearly the 
cafe with all pleafures refpe&ting the body. And, on this account, they are 
very juftly denominated fervile. 

Soc. But we have leifure, as it appears: and the grafhoppers feem to me 
finging over our heads, as in the heat, and, difcourfing with one another, to 
look alfo upon us. If, therefore, they fhould behold us, like the multitude, 
not difcourfing in mid-day, but fleeping and allured by their finging, through 
the indolence of our dianoétic power, they might very juftly deride us; think- 
ing that certain flaves had taken up their abode with them, in order to fleep 
like cattle by the fide of the fountain during the fervour of the meridian 
fun. But if they perceive us engaged in difcourfe, and not captivated by 
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their allurements as if they were Syrens, but failing by them to our deftined 
port, perhaps they will rejoice to beftow upon us that gift which, by the 
confent of the Gods, they are able to deliver to men. 


Przpr. But what gift is this which they poffefs? For I do not recollect 
that I ever heard what it is ', 


Soc. And yet it is not proper that a man ftudious of the Mufes fhould be 
ignorant of things of this kind. But it is faid that thefe infe@s were for- 
merly men *, before the Mufes had a being ; that when the Mufes made their 
appearance, and had given birth to the fong, fome of thefe were fo enfnared 
by the pleafure which it produced, that through finging they neglected the 
proper fuftenance of the body, and, thus wafting away, at length perithed : 
but that from thefe the race of grafhoppers was produced, who received this 


F * According to Jamblichus and Hermeas, demons are fignified by the grafhoppers in this fable; 
and this is by no means wonderful, fince in the preceding part of this dialogue, which is full of 
allegory, fomething more divine than demons is implied by the horfes of the Gods. Befides, the 
office which is here aligned to grafhoppers perfectly correfponds with the employment which 
Plato in the Banquet attributes to benevolent demons: for they ftand as it were over our heads, 
difcourfe with each other, and in the mean time fpeculate our affairs, difapprove our evil deeds, 
and commend fuch as are good; all which is likewife confirmed by Hefiod in his Works and Days. 
Befides, they receive divine gifts, and deliver them to us, approach to the Mufes, and relate our 
actions to the Gods. In confequence of this correfpondence, Jamblichus and Hermeas conclude 
with great probability that aérial demons are fignified in this place by grafhoppers. For, as thefe 
animals live perpetually finging, and imbibe the air through a found of this kind ; fo beneficent 
aérial demons live in the air, through perpetually celebrating divine natures. 

2 According to Hermeas, the interpretation of this place by the divine Jamblichus is as follows: 
Socrates calls men fouls dwelling in the intelligible world: for fouls before they live a mortal life 
abide on high in the intelligible, contemplating forms themfelves together with the fupermundane 
Gods. Thus then men were before the Mufes had a being, that is, before the fpheres and the fenfi- 
ble world ; not that the term before, fignifies here temporal precedency, but a fubfiftence ® prior to 
this apparent progreffion of the fpheres. For this is the generation of the Mufes, an apparent fub- 
fiftence, proceeding from the demiurgus into the fenfible world. The Mufes, therefore, and the 
{pheres, the fenfible world, and the whole foul of the univerfe, and the partial fouls of men, had a 
confubfiftent progreffion. Thefe fouls, too, as being recently born, and remembering what they had 
feen in the intelligible region, were averfe to generation, and were unwilling to eat and-drink, 
i.e. were not willing to partake of fenfible opinion; for they poffeffed intelligible nutriment. 
Hence, wafting away, they at length perithed, i. e. they reafcended to the intelligible. 


* Viz. an unapparert fubfiftence: for this is prior to an apparent fubfiftence; in the fame way as every 
caufe, fo far as it is a caufe, is prior to its effect, though it may be temporally confubfiftent with it. 
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gift’ from the Mufes, that they fhould never want nutriment, but fhould 
continue finging without meat or drink till they died; and that after death 
they fhould depart to the Mufes, and inform them what Mute was honoured 
by fome particular perfon among us. Hence that, by acquainting Terpfi- 
chore with thofe who reverence her in the dance”, they render her pro- 
pitious to fuch. By informing Erato of her votaries, they render her 
favourable in amatory concerns; and the reft in a fimilar manner, accord- 
ing to the fpecies of veneration belonging to each. But that they announce 
to the moft antient Calliope, and after her to Urania, thofe who have lived 
in the exercife of philofophy, and have cultivated the mufic over which they 
prefide; thefe Mufes more than all the reft being converfant with the 
heavens, and with both divine and human difcourfe; and fending forth the 


1 He who lives according to intelleét, fays Hermeas, who is a lover of the Mufes, and a phi- 
lofopher, in confequence of wifhing to reafcend to the Gods, does not require the care of the 
body and of a corporeal life; but confiders thefe as nothing, being defirous to be feparated from 
them. For he meditates death, i. e. a departure from the prefent life, as he knows that the body 
molefts and impedes the energies of intellect. But the gift which is here mentioned fignifies the 
foul becoming the attendant of its proper God. Hermeas adds: It is however necefflary to know 
that a divine nature is prefent to all things without a medium, but that we are incapable of being 
conjoined with divinity, without the medium of a demoniacal nature; juft as we behold the light 
of the fun through the miniftrant intervention of the air. 

* Dancing here muft not be underitood literally, as if Terpfichore was propitious to thofe who 
engage in that kind of dancing which is the object of fenfe; for this would be ridiculous. We 
muft fay, therefore, as Hermeas beautifully obferves, that there are divine dances: in the firit 
place, that of the Gods; in the fecond place, that of divine fouls: in the third place, the revo- 
lution of the celeftial divinities, viz. of the feven planets, and the inerratic fphere, is called a 
dance: in the fourth place, thofe who are initiated in the myfteries* perform a certain dance: 
and, in the laft place, the whole life of a philofopher is a dance. Terpfichore, therefore, is the 
infpective guardian of all dancing. Who then are thofe that honour the goddefs in the dance ? 
Not thofe who dance well, but thofe who live well through the whole of the prefent exiflence, 
elegantly arranging their life, and dancing in fymphony with the univerfe. Erato, fays Hermeas, 
is denominated from Love, and from making the works of Love, lovely: for fhe cooperates with 
Love. Calliope is denominated from the eye (mapa tw ora); and Urania prefides over aftronomy. 
Through thefe two goddefles we preferve our rational part from being in fubjection to the irra- 
tional nature. For, through fight furveying the order of the celeftial Gods, we properly arrange our 
irrational part. And further ilill, through rhythms, philofophy, and hearing, we elegantly dif- 
pofe that which we contain of the diforderly and void of rhythm. 


* Ersta xz wravda di reroupevor Teis DEO xooetay TIYA amorTsAovaly EV TOIS UUTTHFIEIS. 
moft 


THE PHADRUS. 343 


moft beautiful voice. On many accounts, therefore, it is neceflary to fay 
fomething, and not to fleep in mid-day. 

Puzpr, It is neceflary, indeed. 

Soc. Let us, therefore, confider what we lately {poke of, viz. after what 
manner any one may both {peak and write properly, or improperly. 

Puzpr. By all means. 

Soc. Is it not, therefore, neceffary, that he who is about to fpeak with 
propriety fhould pofflefs a true? dianoétic perception of that which is the 
fubject of his difcourfe ? 


Puzpr. I have heard, my dear Socrates, that it is not neceffary that he 
who engages in the profefhon of an orator fhould learn what is truly juft °, 


* Plato here teaches how to write, and what the mode is of writing and {peaking well or ill, 
making the problem more univerfal and fcientific, after having referred the whole beginning of 
the difcourfe to the Mufes and the Gods. But as that which is diftorted is judged of by a rule, 
and that which is not ftraight by the ftraight, fo that which is falfe can only be accurately known 
by truth. Hence, he fays, in fpeaking or writing well, it is neceflary that truth, and a know- 
ledge of the fubje€, fhould precede as the leaders. For he who does not know the truth of a thing 
{peaks conje€turally about it. Three things, therefore, are faid to be prefent with thofe who 
{peak or write. Firft, a knowledge of the truth. In the fecond place, an ability of making one 
thing many, which is the bufinefs of the divifive method: for by this we know the various figni- 
fications of the thing propofed, if it fhould happen to be many, whether it is homonymous or 
fynonymous, whether genus or fpecies, and the like. There muft neceffarily, therefore, be the 
divifive method. In the third place, the many muft be collected into one, which is the bufinefs of 
the analytic and definitive methods: for to be able to collect many things into one fenterce, is to 
give the definition of a thing. Afterwards, the compofition and ornament of the difcourfe muft 
fucceed. Thefe, then, as the inftruments of {peaking and writing, ought to be known before 
every thing, viz. the nature and the effence, or, in other words, the truth of a thing. For thus 
we fhall know how we ought to proceed; whether through fuch things as are true, or through 
fuch as are affimilated to the truth. For he who does not know the truth, but only has an opinion 
concerning it, like thofe who poffefs popular rhetoric, will often perfuade his hearers to the cone 
trary of what he withes. 

Afterwards, the philofopher relates how many goods are derived from true rhetoric, and how 
many evils happen from that which is falfely denominated. 

2 There are three parts of rhetoric, thut which counfels, (To oupCouatutinoy), the forenfic, (to 
xaxov), and the panegyric, (to mamyupixor)e And with refpe& to the ends of thefe three, the 
juft is the end of the forenfic; good, of that which counfels; and beauty, of the panegyric. 
According to oppofition, likewife, the juft and the unjuft are the ends of the forenfic ; good and 
evil of that which confults; and the beautiful and the bafe, of the panegyric. A certain dupli- 
city alfo appears about each of thefe: about the forenfic, accufation and defence; about that 
which confults, exhortation and dehortation ; and, about the panegyric, praife and blame. 
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but only that which appears fo to the multitude, who undertake to judge 5 
nor, again, what is truly good or beautiful, but only what appears to be fo: 
for that perfuafion is derived from thefe, and not from truth. 

Soc. The fayings of the wife, Phzdrus, are by no means to be defpifed, 
but we fhould rather confider the meaning of their affertions; and, confe- 
quently, we muft not pafs by what you have now faid. 

PHÆDR. You fpeak properly. 

Soc. Let us then confider this matter as follows. 

Puzpr. How? 

Soc. Suppofe I fhould perfuade you to fight your enemies on horfeback, 
but at the fame time both of us fhould be ignorant what a horfe is; and 
that I only fhould know refpe€ting you, that Phedrus thinks a horfe is an 
animal which has the greateft ears of all domeftic animals. 

Puzpr. This would be ridiculous indeed, Socrates, 

Soc. Not yet; but when I fhould earneftly perfuade you to do this by a 
difcourte compofed in praife of an afs, calling him a horfe, and afferting that 
he isa moft excellent animal, ufeful for domeftic and military purpofes, able 
to carry burthens, and adapted for a variety of other employments. 

PuzpR. This, indeed, would be perfeétly ridiculous, 

Soc. Is it not, therefore, better that a friend fhould be ridiculous, than 
that he fhould be wicked, and an enemy? 

PHÆDR. It appears fo. 

Soc. When an orator, therefore, who is ignorant of good and evil, en-- 
deavours to perfuade a city in a like condition, not indeed by. praifing the: 
fhadow of an afs, as if it was that of a horfe, but by praifing evil, as if it 
was good, being anxioufly folicitous about the opinion of the multitude, and 
thus perfuades them to do evil inftead of good; what crop do you think the 
orator can reap after fuch a femination? 

Puzpr. Not a very good one. 

Soc. Have we not therefore, my friend, reviled the art of {peaking in a 
more ruftic manner than is becoming? For the art itfelf will, perhaps,. 
thus addrefs us: “ What delirium, O wonderful men, has invaded you? 
For I compel no one who is ignorant of truth to learn how to {peak : but 
if any one will take my advice, he will then only employ me, when he has 
acquired the poffeffion of truth, This, then, I affert as a thing of great 

confequence, 
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confequence, that without me even he who knows realities will not, for all 
this, be able to procure perfuafion.” Will not the art, therefore, {peak 
juftly, by making fuch a declaration ? 

PHÆDR. I confefs it, if our fubfequent reafons evince that rhetoric is an 
art. For I think I have heard fome arguments, which affert that it deceives, 
and that it is not an art, but an unartificial exercife. But the true art of 
fpeaking, fays Laco, never was, nor ever will be unaccompanied by truth, 
This then is what thev fay ", Socrates. But, bringing them hither, let us in- 
quire of them what they affert, and in what manner. 

Soc. Be prefent then, ye generous animals, and perfuade the beautiful 
youth, Phædrus, that unlefs he philofophizes fufficiently, he will never fuf- 
ficiently {peak about any thing. But let Phedrus anfwer to the interroga- 
tions. Is not the whole rhetorical art that which leads the foul by difcourfes, 
not in judicial matters only, and other public concerns, but alfo in private 
affairs, and thefe whether trifling or important? And is there any thing 
more honourable than to a& according to the true rules of this art, both in 
important and inconfiderable affairs? Or have you not heard that this is the 
cafe? i 

PHÆDR. Iam not, by Jupiter, perfectly acquainted with all this, But 
it is fpoken of, and written about, as an art for the moft part converfant 
with judicial matters and fpeeches; but I have not heard that it extends 
any further. 

Soc. What, have you heard of the rhetorical art which Neftor and 
Ulyffes exercifed at Troy, but have never heard about that of Palamedes ? 

PHÆDR. I have indeed, by Jupiter, heard about the orations of Neftor: 
unlefs you will prove that Gorgias is a certain Neftor, or Thrafymachus and 
Theodorus a certain Ulyffes. 

Soc. Perhaps they may be fo; but let us drop any further difcourfe about 
thefe. And do you inform me what litigators do in judicial matters: do 
they not contradi@? Or fhall we fay they do any thing elfe? 

Puzpr. Nothing elfe, 


* Hermeas here afks whether rhetoricians are philofophic ; and he fays in reply, that good rhe- 
toricians cannot be formed without philofophy. For the more celebrated among the antient rhe- 
toricians were philofophic. Thus, Pericles was the affociate of Anaxagoras, and Demofthenes 
of Plato. 
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Soc. But are not their contradictions about fuf and unjuft ? 

Pyzpr. Certainly. 

Soc. But does not he who accomplifhes this by art, caufe the fame thing 
to appear to the fame perfons, whenever he pleafes, at one time juft, and at 
another time unjuft? 

PHzpr. But what then? 

Soc. And in his oration does he not caufe the fame things to appear to 
the city at one time good, and at another time juft the contrary? 

Puzpr. Certainly. 

_ Soc. And do we not know that the Eleatic Palamedes is reported to have 
been able by his art to caufe the fame things to appear to his hearers, both 
fimilar and diffimilar, one and many, abiding and borne along? 

PHÆDR. Certainly. 

Soc. The contradictory art, therefore, takes place, not only in judicial 
matters and orations, but, as it appears, about every thing which is the 
fubjeét of difcourfe ; fince it is one art, enabling us to affimilate every thing 
to every thing, both fuch things as are capable of affimilation, and thofe to 
which they are able to be affimilated; and, befides this, to lead them into 
light, nothwithftanding their being affimilated and concealed by fomething 
elfe. 


Puzpr. How do you mean? 
Soc. My meaning will appear in the following inquiries: Does decep- 


tion fubfift in things which differ much, or but a little, from each other ? 

Pxuepr. In things which differ but a little. 

Soc. But, by making a tranfition according to {mall advances, you will 
effe& a greater concealment, while paffing on to that which is contrary, than 
you will by atranfition according to great advances. 

Puæpr. How fhould it not be fo? 

Soc. It is neceflary, therefore, that he who ts about to deceive another 
ihould accurately know the fimilitude and diffimilitude of things. 

PHÆDR. It is neceffary. 

Soc. Is it poffible, therefore, that he who is ignorant of the truth of every 
thing can judge concerning the fimilitude, whether great or {mall, which 
fubfifts in other things? 


Puzpre. It is impoffible. 
Soc. 
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Soc. It is evident, therefore, that fuch as conceive opinions contrary to 
the truth of things, and who are deceived, are thus affected through certain 
fimilitudes, 

Puæpr. The cafe is fo. 

Soc. Can, therefore, he who is ignorant about the nature of each parti- 
cular, artificially deliver any thing, by paffing according to fmall advances 
into its contrary, through fimilitudes? Or can fuch a one avoid falling into 
error? 

PHzpR. He cannot. 

Soc. Hence then, my friend, he who is ignorant of truth, and is led by 
opinion, will, as it appears, exhibit a ridiculous and inartificial rhetoric. 

Puzpr. It appears fo. 

Soc. Are you willing, therefore, both in the oration of Lyfias, which 
you now carry about you, and in that which we delivered, to fee what we 
have afferted without art, and what is agreeable to art? 

PHÆDR. I am above all things willing. For we fpeak at prefent ina 
trifling manner, as we are without fufficient examples. 

Soc. But, indeed, as it appears, fome reafons have been given, through 
the affiftance of a certain fortune, which have all the force of examples, 
evincing that he who knows the truth will, even while he jefts in his dif- 
courfe, attra€t his auditors. And I confider, O Phedrus, the local Gods as 
the caufe of this. Perhaps, alfo, the interpreters of the Mufes, finging over 
our heads, have infpired us with this ability: for I myfelf participate of no 
art ! belonging to difcourfe, 

PHÆDR. Let it be as you fay; only render what you affert evident. 

Soc. Come then, read over the beginning of Lyfias’s oration. 

Puzpr. “ You are well acquainted with the ftate of my affairs; and you 


2 It was ufual with Socrates to deny that he poffefled any invention of his own, and to refer all 
things to the Gods. But there is, fays Hermeas, a communion between us and the Gods, our foul 
being thence illuminated both without a medium, and through the middle genera of beings. Pro- 
vidence, therefore, fays he, is twofold; for it is either that of the fuperior Gods themfelves, or it 
takes place through the more excellent genera, fuch as angels, demons, and heroes, and the local 
Gods. Socrates, therefore, 2fcribes fuch an order and management of words to the local Gods. 
But he fignifies by the finging over his head the more excellent genera, the attendants of the Gods. 
For itis always requifite to call that which tranfcends, a demon ; as, for inftance, the rational is 
the dæmon of the irrational part, and a God is the dæmon of intelle@, 
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have heard, I think, that it is moft conducive to my advantage for them to 
fubfift in this manner. But it appears to me, that I am not unworthy to be 
deprived of what I with to obtain, becaute I am not one of your lovers: for 
lovers, when their defires ceafe, repent themfelves of the benefits which 
they have beftowed.” 

Soc. Stop there: are we not then to fhow, in what he is faulty, and in 
what refpeét he has acted without art ? 

Puzpr. Certainly. 

Soc. Is it not, therefore, manifeft to every one, that when we fpeak upon 
certain fubjects we are unanimous in our Conceptions; but when upon 
others, that we are difcordant in our opinions ? 

PHÆDR. I feem to underftand what you fay; but, notwithftanding this, 
{peak more plainly. 

Soc. When any one pronounces the name of iron or filver, do we not all 
underftand the fame thing? 

Puzpr. Entirely fo. 

Soc. But when we pronounce that of the juft, or the good, are we not of 
different opinions? and do we not doubt both with others and ourfelves ? 

Puzpr. Very much fo. 

Soc. In fome things, therefore, we agree in fentiments, and in others 
not. 

Puapr. We do fo. 

Soc. Where, then, are we more eafily deceived? And in which of thefe 
is rhetoric able to accomplifh the moft ? 

Puzpr. Evidently in thofe about which we are dubious. 

Scc. He, therefore, who is about to purfue the rhetorical art, ought firft 
of all to diftinguith thefe in order; toconfider the character of each fpecies ; 
and to perceive in what the multitude muft neceffarily be dubious, and in 
what not. : 

Puzopr. He who is able to accomplith this, Socrates, will underftand a 
beautiful fpecies, 

Soc. Afterwards, I think, he ought not to be ignorant when he comes to 


particulars, but to perceive acutely to what genus the fubject of his future 
difcourfe belongs. 


PHzpr. What then ? 
Soc. 
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Soc. With refpeét to Love, thall we fay that it belongs to things dubious, 
or to fuch as are not fo? 

PuHzpR. To things dubious, certainly, 

Soc. Do you think he would permit you to affert that refpeGing him 
which you have now afferted, that he is pernicious both to the beloved and 
the lover; and again, that he is the greateft of all goods ? 

Poor. You fpeak in the beft manner pofhble. 

Soc. But inform me alfo of this (for, through the enthufiaftic energy, I 
do not perfeétly remember), whether 1 defined love in the beginning of my 
difcourte. 

Puzpr. By Jupiter you did, and that ina moft wonderful manner. 

Soc. O how much more fagacious do you declare the Nymphs of Ache- 
Ictis, and Pan the fon of Mercury, to be, than Lyfias the fon of Cephalus, 
with refpeét to orations! Or do I fay nothing to the purpofe? But did not 
Lyfias, in the beginning of his difcourfe, compel us to conceive of love, as 
a certain fomething fuch as he wifhed it to be, and, referring what followed 
to this, complete in this manner the whole of his oration? Are you willing 
that we fhould again read over the beginning of his oration ? 

Puepa. li you are fo difpofed ; though you will not find what you feek 
for there. 

Soc. Read, however, that T may again hear it.. 

Fuzpr. ‘* You are well acquainted with the ftate of my affairs, and you 
have heard, I think, that it is moft conducive to my advantage for them to 
fubfift in this manner. But it appears to me, that I am not unworthy to be 
deprived of what I wifh to obtain, becaufe I am not one of your lovers: for 
lovers, when their defires ceafe, repent themielves of the benefits which 
they have be(towed.” 

Soc. He feems here to have been very far from accomplifhing what we 
are now feeking after; fince he endeavours to pafs through his difcourfe, 
not commencing from the beginning, but from the end, after a certain con- 
trary and refupine mode of proceeding; and begins from what the lover, 
now ceafing to be fuch, fays to his once beloved. Or perhaps, my dear 
Phædrus, I fay nothing to the purpofe. 

PuzpR. But it is the end, Socrates, which is the fubjeé of his difcourfe. 

Soc. But what, do not all the other parts of the difcourfe appear to be 
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promifcuoufly fcattered? Or does it appear to you, that what is afferted in 
the fecond place ought to rank as fecond from a certain neceffity ; or any 
thing elfé which he fays? For to me, as a perfon ignorant of every thing, 
it appears, that nothing ought to be carelefsly afferted by a writer. But do 
you not poffefs a certain neceflary method of compofing orations, according 
to which he thus difpofed the parts of his oration in fuccefficn to each other? 

Puzpr. You are pleafant, Socrates, in fuppofing that I am fufficient to 
judge concerning compofitions fo accurate as his. 

Soc. But I think this is evident to you, that every difcourfe ought in its 
ftruéture to refemble an animal, and fhould have fomething which can be 
callcd its body; fo that it may be neither without a head, nor be deftitute of 
feet, but may poffefs a middle and extremes, adapted to each other, and to 
the whole. 

Puzpr. How fhould it not be fo? 

Soc. Confider, therefore, the difcourfe of your affociate, whether it fub- 
fifts with thefe conditions, or otherwife; and you will find, that it is in no 
refpeét different from that epigram which certain perfons report was com- 
pofed on the Phrygian Midas. 

Pyapr. What was the epigram, and what are its peculiarities ? 

Soc. It was as follows; 


A brazen virgin traveller am I, 

Whom fate decrees in Midas’ tomb to lie: 

And while ftreams flow, and trees luxuriant bloom, 
I here fhall ftay within the mournful tomb ; 

And this to every paflenger atteft, 

That here the afhes of king Midas reft. 


But that it is of no confequence as to the connection, which part of it is 
read firft or laft, you yourfelf, I doubt not, perceive. 

Puzpr. You deride our oration, Socrates. 

Soc. Left you fhould be angry, therefore, let us drop it; though it ap- 
pears that many examples might be found in it, from an infpection of which 
we might derive the advantage of not attempting to imitate them. But let 
us proceed to the difcuffion of other orations: for they contain fomething, 
as it appears to me, which it is proper for thofe to perceive who are willing 
to {peculate about orations. 
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Puzpr. But what is this fomething ? 

Soc. That they are in a certain refpe& contrary to each other. For 
one kind afferts that the lover, and the other that he who is void of love, 
ought to be gratified. 

PHÆDR. And it afferts this, indeed, moft ftrenuoufly. 

Soc. I fhould have thought that you would have anfwered more truly, 
“ and indecd furioufly fo.” But what I inquire after is this—Do we fay that 
love is a certain mania, or not? 

Puzpr. A mania, certainly. 

Soc. But there are two fpecies of mania; the one arifing from human 
difeafes ; but the other from a divine mutation, taking place in a manner 
different from eftablifhed cuftoms, 

PHÆDR. Entirely fo. 

Soc. But there are four parts of the divine mania, diftributed according to 
the four divinities which prefide over thefe parts. For we aflign prophetic 
infpiration to Apollo, teleftic or myftic to Bacchus, poetic to the Mufes; and 
the fourth or amatory mania, which we affert to be the beft of all, to Venus 
and Love. And I know not how, while we are reprefenting by images the 
amatory paffion, we perhaps touch upon a certain truth ; and perhaps we are 
at the fame time hurried away elfewhere. Hence, mingling together an ora- 
tion not perfeétly improbable, we have produced a certain fabulous hymn, 
and have with moderate abilities celebrated your lord and mine, Phedrus, 
viz. Love, who is the infpective guardian of beautiful youths. 

PHÆDR., And this, indeed, fo as to have rendered it far from unpleafant to 
me your auditor. 

Soc. Let us, therefore, from this endeavour to underftand how our dif- 
courfe has paffed from cenfure to praife. 

Puzpr. What do you mean by this ? 

Soc. To me we feem to have really been at play with refpect to the 
other parts of our difcourfe: but I think that if any one is able to compre- 
hend, according to art, thefe two fpecies which we have fpoken of, through 
a certain fortune, he will not be an ungraceful perfon. 

PuzpR. How do you mean? 

Soc. By looking to one idea, to bring together things every way di- 
{fperfed; that, by thus defining each, he may always render manifeft that 
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which he is defirous to teach: juft as we acted at prefent with refpeé to 
our definition of Love, whether good or bad. For certainly our difcourfe 
by this means became more clear, and more confiftent with itfelf. 

Puzpr. But what do you fay refpeĉting the other fpecies, Socrates ? 

Soc. That this again fhould be cut into fpecies according to members,’ 
naturally ; not by breaking any member, like an unfkilful cook, but, as in the 
above difcourfe, receiving the foam of the dianoétic energy, as one common 
fpecies. But as, in one body, members which are double and fynonymous 
are called right or left, fo our difcourfe confidered the fpecies of delirium 
within us as naturally one. And dividing the one part into that which is 
on the left hand, and giving this another diftribution, it did not ceafe till it 
there found a certain finifter Love, and, when found, reviled it, as it deferves. 
But the other part conducted us to the right hand of mania, where we 
found a certain divine Love fynonymous to the former ; and, extending our 
praife, we celebrated him as the caufe of the greateft good to us. 

Puzpr. You fpeak moft true. 

Soc. But I, O Phedrus, ama lover of fuch divifions and compofitions as 
may enable me both to fpeak and underftand. And if I think that any 
other is able to behold the one and the many, according to the nature of 
things, this man I follow, purfuing his footfteps as if he werea God. But 
whether or not I properly denominate thofe who are able to accomplith 
this, Divinity knows, But I have hitherto called them men converfant with 
dialectic. ‘Tell me, therefore, by what name it is proper to call them, 
according to your opinion and that of Lyfias, Or is this that art of {peak- 
ing, which Thrafymachus and others employing, became themfelves wife in 
oratory, and rendered others fuch, who were willing to beftow gifts on them, 
as if they had been kings? 

Puzpr. Thofe were indeed royal men, but yet not fkilled in the par- 
ticulars about which you inquire. But you appear to me to have properly 
denominated this fpecies in calling it diale€tic ; but the rhetorical art appears 
as yet to have efcaped us. 

Soc. How do you fay? Can there be any thing beautiful which is defti- 
tute of thefe particulars, and yet be comprehended by art? If this be the 
cafe, it is by no means to be defpifed by me and you; but we muft relate 
‘what remains of the rhetorical art, 
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PHÆDR. And there are many things, Socrates, which are delivered in 
books about the art of fpeaking. 

Soc. You have very opportunely reminded me. For I think you would 
fay that the procemium ought to be called the firft part of the oration; and 
that things of this kind are the ornaments of the art. 

PHEDR. Certainly. 

Soc. And, in the fecond place, a certain narration; and this accompanied 
with teftimonies. In the third place, the reafoning. In the fourth, pro- 
bable arguments: and befides this, I think that a certain Byzantine, the beft 
artificer of orations, introduces confirmation and approbation, 

PHzpR. Do you not mean thie illuftrious Theodorus? 

Soc. Ido. For he difcovered how confutation, both in accufation and 
defence, might not only take place, but alfo be increafed. But why fhould 
we not introduce the moft excellent Evenus, the Parian? For he firft dif- 
covered fub-declarations, and the art of praifing: and, according to the 
reports of fome perfons, he delivered his reprehenfions in verfe for the fake 
of affifting the memory. For he is a wife man. But fhall we fuffer Tifias " 
and Gorgias to fleep, who placed probabilities before realities ; and, through 
the ftrength of their difcourfe, caufed {mall things to appear large, and the 
large {mall; likewife old things new, and the new old; and who befides 
this difcovered a concife method of fpeaking, and, again, an infinite prolixity 
of words? All which when Prodicus once heard me relate, he laughed, and 
afferted that he alone had difcovered what words this art required; and that 
it required neither few nor many, but a moderate quantity. 

PHÆDR. You was, therefore, moft wife, O Prodicus. 

Soc. But fhall we not fpeak of Hippias? for I think that he will be of 
the fame opinion with the Elean gueft. 

PuzpR. Why fhould we not? 

Soc. But what fhall we fay of the mufical compofition of Polus °, who 
employed the doubling of words, a colleétion of fentences, fimilitudes, and 
elegance of appellations, in order to give fplendour to his orations, accords 
ing to the inftru€tion which he had received from Lycimnion? 

* This Tifias is faid by Cicero to have been the inventor of rhetoric. 


2 Polus was a difciple of Gorgias the Leontine. See the Gorgias. 
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Puzpr. But were not the orations of Protagoras, Socrates, of this kind ? 

Soc. His dition was indeed proper, and contained befides this many other 
beautiful properties: but the Chalcedonian orator excelled in exciting com- 
miferation from the diftrefles of poverty, and the infirmities of old age. 
He was befides moft fkilful in roufing the multitude to anger, and when 
enraged appeafing them, as he faid, by inchantment; and highly excelled 
in framing and diffolving calumnies, from whence the greateft advantage 
might be derived. But all feem to agree in opinion with refpe€ to the 
conclufion of the oration, which fome call the repetition, but others give it 
a different denomination. 

PuHzDR. Do you fay that the conclufion fummarily recalls into the 
memory of the auditors all that had been faid before? 

Soc. I do, and any thing elfe befides, which you may have to fay about 
this art. 

PuzpDR. What I have to fay is but trifling, and not worth mentioning. 

Soc. Let us, therefore, difmifs trifling obfervations, and rather behold in 
the clear light, in what particulars the power of this art prevails, and when 
it does fo. 

Puzpr. Its power, Socrates, is moft prevalent in the affociation of the 
multitude. 

Soc. It is fo. But, O demoniacal man, do you alfo fee, whether their 
web appears to you, as it does to me, to have its parts feparated from each 
other ? 

PHzpDR. Show me how you mean. 

Soc. Tell me then: If any one addreffing your affociate Eryximachus, or 
his father Acumenus, fhould fay, I know how to introduce certain things to 
the body, by which I can heat and cool it when I pleafe; and befides this, 
when I think proper I can produce vomiting, and downward ejetion, and a 
variety of other things of this kind, through the knowledge of which I profefs 
myfelf a phyfician, and able to make any one elfe fo, to whom I deliver the 
knowledge of thefe particulars;—what do you think he who heard him 
ought to reply? 

PuH#pr. What elfe, than inquiring whether he knows to whom, when, 
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Soc. If, therefore, he fhould fay that he by no means underftands all this, 
but that he who is inftruéted by him ought to do fo and fo; what then would 
be his anfwer ? 

Puæpr. He would anfwer, I think, that the man was mad; and that, 
having heard from fome book about things of this kind, or met with fome 
remedies, he thought he might become a phyfician without knowing any 
thing about the art. 

Soc. But what if any one, addreffing Sophocles and Euripides, fhould fay 
that he knew how to compofe a prolix difcourfe on a very trifling fubjeét, 
and a very fhort one on a great occafion ; and that when he pleafed he could 
excite pity, and its contrary, horror and threats, and other things of this 
kind; and that by teaching thefe he thought that he delivered the art of 
tragic poetry ? 

Puzpr. And thefe alfo, I think, Socrates, would deride him, who fhould 
fancy that a tragedy was any thing elfe than the compofition of all thefe, fo 
difpofed as to be adapted to each other, and to the whole. 

Soc. And I think they would not ruftically accufe him; but, juft as if a 
mufician fhould meet with a man who believes himfelf fkilled in harmony, 
becaufe he knows how to make a chord found fharp and flat, he would not 
fiercely fay to him, O miferable creature, you are mad; but, as being a 
mufician, he would thus addrefs him more mildly: O excellent man! it is 
neceflary that he who is to be a mufician fhould indeed know fuch things 
as thefe; but at the fame time nothing hinders us from concluding, that a 
man affeCted as you are may not underftand the leat of harmony: for you 
may know what is neceflary to be learned prior to harmony, without un- 
derftanding harmony itfelf. 

Puepr. Moft right. 

Soc. In like manner, Sophocles would reply to the perfon who addreffed 
him, that he poffeffed things previous to tragedy, rather than tragedy itfelf: 
and Acumenus, that the medical pretender under{tood things previous to 
medicine, and not medicine itfelf. 

Puzpr. Entirely fo. 

Soc. But what if the mellifluous Adraftus, or Pericles, fhould hear thofe 
all-beautiful artificial inventions, concife difcourfes, fimilitudes, and other 
things which we faid fhould be difcuffed in the light, do you think that they 
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would be angry, as we were through our rufticity, with thofe who wrote 
about and taught fuch things as if they were the fame with rhetoric? Or 
rather, as being wifer than us, would they not thus reprove us? It is not pro- 
per, Phædrus and Socrates, to be angry with fuch charaéters ; but you ought 
rather to pardon thofe who, being ignorant of oratory, are unable to define 
what rhetoric is, and who in confequence of this paffion, from poffeffing a 
knowledge of things previous to the art, think that they have difcovered rhe- 
toric itfelf; and, by teaching thefe to others, imagine that they teach rhetoric 
in perfection: but who at the fame time leave to the proper induftry of their 
difciples the art of difpofing each of thefe, fo as to produce perfuafion, and 
of compofing the whole oration, as if nothing of this kind was neceffary for 
them to accomplifh. 

Puzpr. Such indeed, Socrates, does that art appear to be which thefe 
men teach and write about as rhetoric; and you feem to me to have fpoken 
the truth: but how and from whence fhall we be able to acquire the art of 
true rhetoric and perfuafion ? 

Soc. It is probable, Phædrus, and perhaps alfo neceflary, that the perfec 
may be obtained in this as in other contefts. For, if you naturally poffefs 
rhetorical abilities, you will become a celebrated orator, by the affiftance of 
{cience and exercife: but if you are deftitute of any one of thefe, you will 
be imperfect through this deficiency. But the method employed by Lyvfias 
and Thrafymachus does not appear to me to evince the magnitude of this 
art. 

PuEDR. But what method then does? 

Soc. Pericles, moft excellent man, appears with great propriety to have 
been the moft perfeét of all in the rhetorical art. 

Puzpr. Why? 

Soc. All the great arts require continual meditation, anda difcourfe about 
the fublime parts of nature. For an elevation of intelle€t, and a perfedtly 
efficacious power, appear in a certain refpe€t to proceed from hence; which 
Pericles poffeffed in conjunétion with his naturally good difpofition. For 
meeting, I think, with Anaxagoras, who had thefe requifites, he was filled 
with elevated difcourfe, and comprehended the nature of intelle& and folly, 
which Anaxagoras ditfufely difcuffed: and from hence he transferred to the 
art of difcourfe whatever could contribute to its advantage. 
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Puæpnr. How is this? 

Soc. In a certain refpeét the method of the rhetorical and medicinal art is 
the fame. 

PuzprR. But how? 

Soc. In both it is requifite that a diftribution fhould be made, in one of 
the nature of body, in the other of the foul, if you are defirous in the firit 
inftance of giving health and ftrength by introducing medicine and nutri- 
ment according to art, and not by exercife and experience alone; and in 
the fecon] inftance, if you with to introduce perfuafion and virtue into the 
foul, by reafon and legitimate inftitutions. 

PHÆDR. It is probable it fhould be fo, Socrates. 

Soc. But do you think that the nature of the foul can be fufficiently known 
without the nature of the univerfe? 

PHEDR. If it is proper to be perfuaded by Hippocrates, the fucceffor of 
/E{culapius, even the nature of body cannot be known without this method. 

Soc. He fpeaks in a becoming manner, my friend. But it is neceffary, 
befides the authority of Hippocrates, to examine our difcourfe, and confider 
whether it is confiftent, 

PHÆDR. I agree with you. 

Soc. Confider, then, what Hippocrates and true reafon affert concerning 
nature. Is it not, therefore, neceflary to thiuk refpecting the nature of every 
thing, in the firft place, whether that is fimple or multiform about which we 
are defirous, both that we ourfelves fhould be artifts, and that we fhould be able 
to render others fo? And, in the next place, if it is fimple, ought we not 
to inveftigate its power, with refpeét to producing any thing naturally, or 
being naturally paffive? And if it poffefles many {pecies, having numbered 
thefe, ought we not to fpeculate in each, as in one, its natural power of be- 
coming active and paffive ? 

Puzpr. It appears we fhould, Socrates. 

Soc. The method, therefore, which proceeds without thefe, is fimilar to 
the progreffion of one blind. But he who operates according to art, ought 
not to be affimilated either to the blind or the deaf; but it is evident that 
whoever accommodates his difcourfes to any art, ought accurately to exhibit 
the effence of that nature to which he introduces difcourfes ; and this is 
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Puæpr. Without doubt. 

Soc. Will not, therefore, all the attention of fuch a one be direfed to 
this end, that he may produce perfuafion in the foul? 

PHÆDR. Certainly. 

Soc. It is evident, therefore, that Thrafymachus, and any other perfon 
who applies himfelf to the ftudy of the rhetorical art, ought firft, with all 
poffible accuracy, to defcribe, and caufe the foul to perceive whether fhe is 
naturally one and fimilar, or multiform according to the form of body: for 
this is what we call evincing its nature. 

Puzpr. Entirely fo. 

Soc. But, in the fecond place, he ought to fhow what it is naturally ca- 
pable of either acting or fuffering. 

PHÆDR. Certainly. 

Soc. In the third place, having orderly diftinguifhed the genera of dif- 
courfes and of the foul, and the paffions of thefe, he fhould pafs through all 
the caufes, harmonizing each to each, and teaching what kind of foul will 
be neceffarily perfuaded by fuch particular difcourfes, and through what 
caufe ; and again, what kind of foul fuch difcourfes will be unable to per- 
fuade. 

PHÆDR. Such a method of proceeding will, as it appears, be moft beau- 
tiful. 

Soc. He, therefore, who aéts in a different manner will neither artifi- 
cially write nor difcourfe upon this or any other fubje€t, But writers on the 
art of rhetoric of the prefent day (whom you yourfelf have heard) are 
crafty, and conceal from us that their knowledge of the foul is moft beautiful. 
However, till they both fpeak and write according to this method, we fhall 
never be perfuaded that they write according to art. 

Puzpr. What method do you mean? 

Soc. It will not be eafy to mention the very words themfelves which 
ought to be employed on this occafion ; but as far as 1 am able I am willing 
to tell you how it is proper to write, if we defire to write according to art. 

Puzpr. Tell me then. 

Soc. Since the power of difcourfe is attra€tive of the foul, it is neceflary 
that the future orator fhould know how many fpecies foul contains: but 
thefe are various, and fouls poffeis their variety from thefe. Souls, therefore, 
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of fuch a particular nature, in confequence of certain difcourfes, and through 
a certain caufe, are eafily perfuaded to fuch and fuch particulars. But {uch 
as are differently affe€ted are with difficulty perfuaded through thefe means. 
It is neceflary, therefore, that he who fufficiently underftands all thie, when 
he afterwards perceives thefe particulars taking place in ations, fhuuld be 
able to follow them with great celerity through fenfible infpetiou; or other- 
wife he will retain nothing more than the words which he once heard fron 
his preceptor. But when he is fufficiently able to fay, who will be perfua.ted 
by fuch and fuch difcourfes, and fagacioufly perceives that the perilon pre- 
fent is fuch by nature as was fpoken of before, and that he may be incited 
by certain difcourfes to certain actions; then, at length, fuch a one will be 
a perfect matter of this art, when to his former attainments he adds the know- 
ledge of opportunely fpeaking, or being filent, the ufe or abufe of concife 
difcourfe, of language plaintive and vehement, and of the other parts of rhe- 
toric delivered by his mafters; but never till this is accomplifhed. But he 
who fails in any of thefe particulars, either in fpeaking, teaching, or writing, 
and yet afferts that he {peaks according to art, is vanquifhed by the perfon 
he is unable to perfuade. But what then (perhaps a writer of orations will 
fay to us) ; does it appear to you, Phzedrus and Socrates, that the art of {peak- 
ing is to be obtained by this method, or otherwife? 

Puepr. It is impoffible, Socrates, that it fhould be obtained otherwife, 
though the acquifition feems to be attended with no fmal] labour. 

Soc. You fpeak the truth. And, for the fake of this, it is neceflary, by 
toffing upwards and downwards all difcourfes, to confider whether any eatier 
and fhorter way will prefent itfelf to our view for this purpofe; left we 
fhould in vain wander through a long and rough road, when we might have 
walked through one fhort and fmooth. If, therefore, you can afford any 
affiftance, in confequence of what you have heard from Lyfias, or any other, 
endeavour to tell it me, by recalling it into your mind. 

Puzpr. I might indeed do this for the fake of experiment, but I cannot 
at prefent. 

Soc. Are you willing, therefore, that I fhould relate to you the d:fcoui.e 
which I once heard concerning things of this kind ? 

Puænr. How fhould I not? 
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Soc. It is faid therefore, Phedrus, to be juft, to tell what is reported of 
the wolf. 

Puzpr. Do you therefore act in the fame manner, 

Soc. They fav, then, that there is no occafion to extol and magnify thefe 
particulars in fuch a manner, nor to deduce our difcourfe from on high, and 
afar of. For, as we faid in the beginning of this difcourfe, he who intends 
to be fufficiently fkilful in rhetoric ought not to participate the truth refpeat- 
ing things juft and good, or men who are fuch, either from nature or educa- 
tion, For, in judicial matters, no attention whatever is paid to the truth of 
thefe, but to perfuafion alone ; and that this is the probable, which ought to 
be ftudied by him who is to {peak according to art. For he ought never to 
{peak of tranfa¢tions, unłefs they are probable ; but both in accufation and 
defence probabilities fhould always be introduced: and, in fhort, he who 
{peaks fhould purfue the probable, and, if he fpeaks much, fhould bid fare- 
well to truth. For, when this method is obferved through the whole of a 
difcourfe, it caufes all the perfection of the art. 

Pua@pr. You have related thofe particulars, Socrates, which are aflerted 
by the fkilful in rhetoric ; for I remember that we briefly touched upon this 
in the former part of our difcourfe. But to fuch as are converfant with thefe 
matters, this appears to be a thing of great confequence: but you have in- 
deed feverely reviled Titias himfelf. 

Soc. Let then Tifias himfelf tell us, whether he calls the probable any 
thing elfe than that which is apparent to the multitude. 

Puzpr, What elfe can he call it? 

Soc. He alfo appears to have difcovered and written about the following 
crafty and artificial method : that if fome imbecil but bold man fhould knock 
down one who is robuft but timid, taking from him at the fame time a gar- 
ment, or fomething elfe, and fhould be tried for the aflault, then neither of 
thefe ought to fpeak the truth; but that the coward fhould fay, the bold man 
was not alone when he gave the affault ; and that the bold man fhould deny 
this, by afferting that he was alone when the pretended affault was given, and 
fhould at the fame time artfully afk, How is it poffible that a man fo weak as 
I am could attack one fo robuft as he is? That then the other fhould not 
acknowledge his cowardice, but fhould endeavour, by devifing fome falfe 
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allegation, to accufe his opponent. And in other inftances, things of this 
kind muft be faid according to art. Is not this the cafe, Phædrus ? 
Puzor. Entirely fo. 
Soc. O how craftily does Tifias appear to have difcovered an abftrufe art, 
or whoever elfe was the inventor, and in whatever other name he delights ! 
But fhall we, my friend, fay this or not? 


Puapr. What? 
Soc. This: O Tifias, fome time fince, before your arrival, we affirmed 


that the probable, with which the multitude are converfant, fubfifted through 
its fimilitude to truth: and we juft now determined that fimilitudes might 
every where be found in the moft beautiful manner, by him who was ac- 
quainted with truth. So that, if you affert any thing elfe about the art of 
difcourfe, we fhall readily liften to you; but if not, we fhall be perfuaded by 
our prefent determinations, that unlefs a perfon enumerates the different 
difpofitions of his auditors, and diftributes things themfelves into their fpe- 
cies, and again is able to comprehend the feveral particulars in one idea, he 
will never be fkilled in the art of {peaking to that degree which it is poffible 
for man to attain. But this degree of excellence can never be obtained with- 
out much labour and ftudy ; and a prudent man will not toil for its acquifi- 
tion, that he may {peak and att fo as to be pleafing to men; but rather that, 
to the utmoft of his ability, he may {peak and act in fuch a manner as may 
be acceptable to the Gods. For men wifer than us, O Tifias, fay that he 
who is endued with intellect ought not to make it the principal object of his 
ftudy how he may gratify his fellow fervants, but how he may pleafe good 
matters, and this from good means. So that, if the circuit is long, you 
ought not to wonder: for it is not to be undertaken in the manner which 
{eems proper to you, but for the fake of mighty concerns. And thefe, if any 
one is fo difpofed, will be moft beautifully effected by this mean, as reafon 
herfelf evinces. 

Pape. This appears to me, Socrates, to be moft beautifully faid, if 
there is but a poffibility that any one can accomplifh the arduous under- 
taking. 

Soc. But to endeavour after beautiful attainments is beautiful, as 
Jikewife to endure whatever may happen to be the refult of our endea- 
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PuEpr. Very much fo. 

Soc. And thus much may fuffice concerning a knowledge and ignorance 
of the art of rhetoric. 

PuEor. Certainly. 

Soc. Does it not therefore remain, that we fhould {peak concerning the 
elegance and inelegance of writing? 

Puzpr. Certainly. 


Soc. Do you know how you may in the higheft degree pleafe the divi- 
nity of difcourfe both in {peaking and a¢ting? 
Puzpr. Net at all. Do you? 


Soc. I have heard certain particulars delivered by the antients, who were 
truly knowing. But if we ourfelves fhould difcover this, do you think we 
fhould afterwards be at all folicitous about human opinions? 


Puzpr. Your queftion is ridiculous; but relate what you fay you have 
heard. 


Soc. I have heard then, that about Naucratis, in Egypt, there was one of 
their antient Gods, to whom a bird was facred, which they call Ibis; but the 
name of the dæmon himfelf was Theuth ". According to tradition, this 
God firft difcovered number and the art of reckoning, geometry and aftro- 
nomy, the games of chefs and hazard, and likewife letters. But Thamus 
was at that time king of all Egypt, and refided in that great city of the Upper 

Egypt 


* The genus of difciplines belonging to Mercury contains gymnaftics, mufic, arithmetic, geo- 
metry, aftronomy, and the art of {peaking and writing. This God, as he is the fource of inven- 
tion, is called the fon of Maia; becaufe inveffigation, which is implied by Maia, produces inventions 
and as unfolding the will of Jupiter, who is an intelle€&tual God, he is the caufe of mathefis, or 
difcipline. He firft fubfifts in Jupiter, the artificer of the world; next, among the {upermundane 
Gods; in the third place, among the liberated Gods; fourthly, in the planet Mercury; fifthly, 
in the Mercurial order of demons; fixthly, in human fouls who are the attendants of this God ; 
and in the feventh degree his properties fubfift in certain animals, fuch as the ibis, the ape, and faga- 
cious dogs. The narration of Socrates in this place is both allegorical and anagogic, or redu&ory. 
Naucratis is a region of Egypt eminently fubject to the influence of Mercury, though the whole 
of Egypt is allotted to this divinity. Likewife in this city a certain man once flourifhed, full of 
the Mercurial power, becaufe his foul formerly eaifted in the heavens of the Mercurial order. But 
he was firft called Theuth, that is, Mercury, and a God, becaufe his foul fubfitied according to 
the perfect fimilitude of this divinity. But afterwards a demon, becaufe from the God Mercury, 
thruugh a Mercurial demon, gifts of this kind are tran{mitted to a Mercurial foul. This Mer- 
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Egypt which the Greeks call Egyptian Thebes; but the God kimfelf they 
denominate Anmon. Theuth, therefore, departing to Thanus, fhos | 
him his arts, and told him that he ought to diftribute them amongft tne 
other Egyptians. But Thamus afked him concerning the utility of each; 
and upon his informing him, he approved what appeared to him to be weil 
faid, but blamed that which had a contrary afpe&. But Theuth is reported 
to have fully unfolded to Thamus many particulars refpe€ting each art, 
which it would be too prolix to mention. But when they came to difcourte 
upon letters, This difcipline, O king, fays Theuth, will render the Ezyp- 
tians wifer, and increafe their powers of memory. For this invention is the 
medicine of memory and wifdom. To this Thamus replied, O moft artifi- 
cial Theuth, one perfon is more adapted to artificial operations, but another 
to judging what detriment or advantage will arife from the ufe of thefe pro- 
ducttons of art: and now you who are the father of letters, through the bene- 
volence of your difpofition, have affirmed jutt the contrary of what letters are 
able to effet. For thefe, through the negligence of recollection, will pro- 
duce oblivion in the foul of the learner ; becaufe, through trufting to the 
external and foreign marks of writing, they will not exercife the internal 
powers of recollection. So that you have not difcovered the medicine of 
memory, but of admonition. You will likewife deliver to your difciples an 
opinion of wifdom, and not truth. For, in confequence of having many 
readers without the inftruction of a mafter, the multitude will appear to be 
knowing in many things of which they are at the fame time ignorant ; and 


curial foul, and at the fame time dæmon, relate their inventions to king Thamus. And though 
aman named Thamus once reigned in Egypt, yet anagogically Thamus is a Mercurial divinity 
either celeftial or fuperceleftial. But Ammon is that fuperior Jupiter who comprehends the 
Mercurial gifts. Lajftly, invention belongs to natural inftin& and conception, but judgment and 
difcrimination to reafon and perfect intelligence, which are far more excellent. But each at the 
fame time belongs to Jupiter Ammon ; though, when taken feparately, invention, and as it were 
the material form of art, muft be referred to a demoniacal or human Mercury; but judgment 
and ufe, and that which leads to the end, to Thamus, who is fuperior both to a human and 
dzmoniacal Mercury. Though the narration feems to comprehend Thamus and Ammon under 
the fame perfon, yet accurate reafoning is able to diftinguith them. They relate that the gyp- 
tian ibis was fimilar to a ftork, that it had the figure of a heart, that it walked in a very unequal 
manner, and that it brought forth its eggs through its throat, juft as Mercury delivers his progeny 


into light. And thefe and the other Mercurial fymbols fignify wifdom, geometry, eloquence, and 
interpretation. 


will 
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will become troublefome affociates, in confequence of poffeffing an opinion 
of wifdom, inftead of wifdom itfelf. 

Pnæpr. You with great facility, Socrates, compofe Egyptian difcourfes, 
and thofe of any other nation, when you are fo difpofed, 

Soc. But, my friend, thofe who refide in the temple of Dodonean 
Jupiter affert that the firft prophetic difcourfes iffued from the oak, It 
was fufficient, therefore, for thofe antients, as they were not fo wife as you 
moderns, to liften to oaks and rocks, through their fimplicity, if thefe inani- 
mate things did but utter the truth. But you perhaps think it makes a 
difference who fpeaks, and to what country he belongs. For you do not 
alone confider, whether what is afferted is true or falfe. 

PuHzpDR. You have very properly reproved me; and I think the cafe 
with refpect to letters is juft as the Theban Thamus has ftated it. 

Soc. Hence, he who thinks to commit an art to writing, or to receive 
it, when delivered by this mean, fo that fomething clear and firm may 
refult from the letters, is endued with great fimplicity, and is truly ignorant 
of the prophecy of Ammon; fince he is of opinton, that fomething more is 
contained in the writing than what the things themfelves contained in the 
letters admonifh the fcientific reader. 

Puzpr. Mott right. 

Soc. For that which is committed to writing contains fomething very 
weighty, and truly fimilar to a picture. For the offspring of a picture pro- 
je& as if they were alive; but, if you afk them any queftion, they are filent 
in a perfectly venerable manner. Juft fo with refpe& to written difcourfes, 
you would think that they {poke as if they poffefled fome portion of wifdom. 
But if, defirous to be inftruéted, you interrogate them about any thing which 
they affert, they fignify one thing only, and this always the fame. And 
every difcourfe, when it is once written, is every where fimilarly rolled 
among its auditors, and even among thofe by whom it ought not to be 
heard; and is perfectly ignorant, to whom it is proper to addrefs itfelf, and 
to whom not. But when it is faulty or unjuftly reviled, it always requires 
the affiftance of its father. For, as to itfelf, it can neither refift its adverfary, 
nor defend itfelf. 

PHÆDR. And this, alfo, you appear to have moft rightly afferted. 

Soc. But what, fhal! we not confider another difcourfe, which is the 
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genuine brother of this, how legimate it is, and how much better and more 
powerful it is born than this? 

Puzpr. What is this? and how do you fay it is produced? 

Soc. That which, in conjunétion with icience, . is Written in the foul of 
the learner, which is able to defend itfelf, and which knows to whom it 
ought to fpeak, and before whom it ought to be filent. 

Puepr. You fpeak of the living and animated difcourfe of one endued 
with knowledge; of which written difcourfe may be juftly called a certain 
image. 

Sec. Entirely fo. But anfwer me with refpeé to this alfo: Will the 
hufbandinan, who is endued with intellect, fcatter fuch feeds as are moft dear 
to him, and from which he wifhes fruit fhould arife ? Will he fcatter them in 
fummer in the gardens of Adonis, with the greateft diligence and attention, 
rejoicing to behold them in beautiful perfe€tion within the fpace of eight 
days? Or rather, when he aéts in this manner, will he not do fo for the fake 
of fome feftive day, or fport? But, when ferioufly applying himfelf to the 
bufinefs of agriculture, will he not fow where it is proper, and be fufficiently 
pleafed, if his towing receives its confummation within the fpace of eight 
months? 

Puzpr. He would doubtlefs a&t in this manner, Socrates, at one time 
fowing ferioufly, and at another time for civerfion. 

Soc. But fhall we fay that the man who poffefles the {cience of things juft, 
beautiful and good, is endued with lefs intelle& than a hufbandman, with 
refpeét to the feeds which he fows ? 

PHÆDR. By no means. 

Soc. He will not, therefore, with anxious and hafty diligence write them in 
black water, fowing them by this mean with his pen in conjunétion with 
difcourfes ; fince it is thus impoffible to affift them through fpeech, and im- 
poffible fufficiently to exhibit the truth, 

Puzpr. This, therefore, is not proper. 

Soc. Certainly not. He will, therefore, fow and write in the gardens 
which letters contain for the fake of fport, as it appcars ; and when he has 
written, having raifed monuments as treafures to himfclf, with a view to the 
oblivion of old age, if he fhould arrive to it, and for the like benefit of others 


who tiead in the fame fteps, he is delighted on beholding his delicate progeny 
of 
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of fruits; and while other men purfue other diverfions, irrigating themfelves 
with banquets, and other entertainments which are the filters of thefe, he 
on the contrary paffes his time in the delights which converfation produces, 

PHÆDR. You fpeak, Socrates, of a moft beautiful diverfion, and not of a 
vile amufement, as the portion of him who is able to {port with difcourfe, 
and who can mythologize about juftice, and other particulars which you 
{peak of. 

Soc. For it is indeed fo, my dear Phedrus. But, in my opinion, a much 
more beautiful ftudy will refult from difcourfes, when fome one employing the 
dialeétic art, and receiving a foul properly adapted for his purpote, plants and 
fows in it difcourfes, in conjunction with fcience; difcourfes which are fuffi- 
ciently able to affift both themfelves and their planter, and which are not 
barren, but abound with feed; from whence others fpringing up in different 
manners, are always fufficient to extend this immortal benefit, and to render 
their poffeffor bleffed in as high a degree as is poffible to man. 

Puzpr. This which you fpeak of is Rill far more beautiful. 

Soc. But now, Phædrus, this being granted, are we able to diftinguith 
and judge about what follows ? 

PHzprR. What is that? 

Soc. Thofe particulars for the fake of knowing which we came hither ; 
that we might inquire into the difgrace of Lyfias in the art of writing; and 
that we might inveftigate thofe difcourfes which are either written with or 
without art. To me, therefore, it appears that we have moderately evinced 
that which is artificial, and that which is not fo. 

PHEDR. It appears fo. 

Soc. But again we ought to remember that no one can acquire perfetion 
in the art of fpeaking, either with refpect to teaching or perfuading, till he 
is well acquainted with the truth of the particulars about which he either 
{peaks or writes: till he is able to define the whole of a thing; and when 
defined, again knows how to divide it according to fpecies, as far as to an 
indivifible: and, according to this methed, contemplating the foul, and dif- 
covering a fpecies adapted to the nature of each, he thus difpofes and adorns 
his ditcourfe ; accommodating various and all harmonious difcourfes to a foul 
characterized by variety; but {fuch as are fimple, to one of a fimple dif- 
pofition. 
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PHEDR. It appears to be fo in every refpe&. 

Soc. But what thall we fay to the queftion, whether it is beautiful or bafe 
to fpeak and write orations; and in what refpeét this employment may be 
blameable or not? unlefs what we have faid a little before is fufficient for 
this purpofe. 

Puzpr. What was that ? 

Soc. That whether Lyfias, or any other, has at any time written, or 
now writes, fo as to eftablifh laws, either privately or publicly, compofing a 
political work, and thinking that it contains great ftability and clearnefs ; 
this is bafe in a writer, whether any one fays fo or not. For to be ignorant 
of the difference between true vifions and the delufions of fleep, between 
juft and unjuft, evil and good, cannot fail of being really bafe, though the 
whole rout of the vulgar fhould unite in its praife. 

PHÆDR. It cannot be otherwife. 

Soc. But he who in a written oration thinks that there is a great neceffity 
for amufement, and who confiders no difcourfe, whether in profe or verte, 
deferving of much ftudy in its compofition or recital, like thofe rhapfodifts 
who without judgment and learning recite verfes for the fake of perfuafion, 
while in reality the beft of thofe difcourfes were written for the fake of admo- 
nifhing the fkil:ul ; but who thinks, that the clear, the perfe&, and the ferious, 
ought only to take place in difcourfes which teach and are delivered for the 
fake of learning, and which are truly written in the foul, about the juft, the 
beautiful and the good; and who judges that difcourfes of this kind ought 
to be called his legitimate offspring ; that, in the firft place, which is inherent 
in himfelf, if he fhould find it there, and afterwards whatever offspring, or 
brethren, {pring in a becoming manner from this progeny of his own foul 
in the fouls of others, bidding at the fame time farewell to all others ;—a 
man of this kind, Phedrus, appears to be fuch a one as you and I fhould pray 
that we may be. 

PHÆDR. } perfectly defire and pray for the poffeffion of what you {peak 
of. 

Soc. We have, therefore, moderately fpoken thus much about difcourfes, 
as it were in play: it only remains that you tell Lyfias, that, detcending wiva 
intellect to the ftream of the Nymphs and Mutes, we heard certain dil- 
cuu:fes, which they ordered us to acquaint Lyfias with, and cvery other 
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writer of orations, likewife Homer, and any other who may compofe either 
naked poetry, or that which is adorned with the fong; and in the third place 
Solon, and all who may commit political inftitutions to writing ;—that if 
their compofitions refult from knowing the truth, and if they are able to 
defend their writings againft the objections of adverfaries who declare that 
they can evince the improbity of their difcourfes,—tken, they ought not to 
be denominated from works of this kind, but from what they have ferioufly 
written. 

Puzpr. What appellations, then, will you affign them ? 

Soc. To call them wife, Phzedrus, appears to me to be a mighty appella- 
tion, and adapted to a God alone; but to denominate them philofophers, or 
fomething of this kind, feems to be more convenient and proper. 

Pu#pr. There is nothing indeed unbecoming in fuch an epithet. 

Soc. He, therefore, who cannot exhibit any thing more honourable than 
what he has written, and who turns upwards and downwards his compo- 
fition, for a confiderable {pace of time, adding and taking away,—may not 
fuch a one be juftly called a poet, or a writer of orations or laws ? 

Puznpr. Certainly. 

Soc. Relate thefe particulars, therefore, to your affociate. 

PuzpR. But what will you do? For it is not proper that your companion 
fhould be negleéted. 

Soc. Who is he? 

Puzpr. The worthy Ifocrates. What will you tell him, Socrates? and 
what character fhall we affign him? 

Soc. Ifocrates as yet, Phadrus, is but a young man; but I am willing to 
tell you what I prophefy concerning him. 

PuzpR. What? 

Soc. He appears to me to poflefs fuch excellent natural endowments, that 
his produdtions ought not to be compared with the orations of Lyfias. Be- 
fides this, his manners are more generous ; fo that it will be by no means 
wonderful, if, when he is more advanced in age, he fhould far furpafs, in 
thofe orations which are now the objects of his ftudy, all the other boys who 
ever meddled with orations ; or, if he fhould not be content with a purfuit of 
this kind, I think that a more divine impulfe will lead him to greater attain- 
ments: for there is naturally, my friend, a certain philofophy in the diano- 
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etic part of this man. Tell, therefore, my beloved Ifocrates this, as a piece 
of information which I have received from the Gods of this place; and do 
you likewife acquaint Lyfias with the particulars which refpeét his charaéter 
and purfuits, as a perfon who is the objeét of your warmeft attachment. 

Puezpr. Be it fo; but let us depart, fince the heat has now abated its 
fervour. 

Soc. But it is proper we fhould pray before we depart. 

Puzpr. Undoubtedly. 

Soc. O beloved Pan, and all ye other Gods, who are refidents of this 
place *, grant that I may become beautiful within, and that whatever I poffefs 
externally may be friendly to my inward attainments! Grant, alfo, that I 
may confider the wife man as one who abounds in wealth; and that I may 
enjoy that portion of gold, which no other than a prudent man is able either 
to bear, or properly manage! Do we require any thing elle, Phaedrus? for 
to me it appears that I have prayed tolerably well. 

Puzpr, Pray alfo in the fame manner for me: for the pofleffions of 
friends are common, 

Soc. Let us then depart. 

1 By Pan, and the other Gods, underftand local deities under the moon. But Pan is denomi- 
nated as it were al/, becaufe he poffeffes the moft ample {way in the order of local Gods. For, as 


the fupermundane Gods are referred to Jupiter, and the celeftial to Bacchus, fo all the fublunary 
local Gods and demons are referred to Pan. 


THE END OF THE PHEDRUS.. 
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INTRODUCTION 


THE GREATER HIPPIAS. 


THE defign of this dialogue, which has the addition of greater to its name 
Hippias, in contradiftin@ion to another of the fame name which is fhorter, 
is gradually to unfold the nature of the beautiful as fubfifting in foul. That 
this is the real defign of it will be at once evident by confidering that logical 
methods are adapted to whatever pertains to foul, in confequence of its 
energies being naturally difcurfive, but do not accord with intellect, becaufe 
its vifion is fimple, at once colleéted, and immediate. Hence this dialogue 
is replete with ¢ria/s * and confutations, definitions and demonftrations, divifions, 
compofitions, and analyfations; but that part of the Phedrus in which beauty 
according to its firft fubfiftence is difcuffed, has none of thefe, becaufe its 
chara¢ter is enthufiaftic, 

It is neceflary however to remark, that in faying the defign of the dialogue 
is concerning the beautiful as fubfifting in foul, we do not merely mean the 
human foul, but foul in general:—in other words, it is concerning that 
beauty which firft fubfifts in the foul of the univerfe, which in Platonic 
language is the monad of all fouls, and is thence imparted to all the fub- 
fequent orders of fouls. 

It is well obferved by Mr. Sydenham °, that Plato conceals the import- 
ance of his meaning in this dialogue, by a vein of humour and drollery 
which runs throughout the whole, The introductory part of the dialogue 


* Tlupa xai eAeyxXoly mai opiouoty nat amodereis, nai diaipeceis, ourbeceis Te wat ayzivreg, 

2 I am forry that I could not give the whole of his argument to this dialo-ue; but as he was not 
profoundly fkilled in the philofophy of Plato, he is mittaken in many points, and particularly in 
the defign of the dialogue, which according to him is concerning the highc{t or the fovercign 
beauty. 

is 
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is purely ironical, and feems intended by deriding to purify the fophifts 
from their twofold ignorance; expofing with this view their love of gain, 
their polymathy, or various knowledge, of itfelf ufelefsto the prime purpofes 
of life, and their total want of that true wifdom whofe tendency is to make 
men virtuous and happy. Mr. Sydenham alfo obferves, that the character 
of the compofition of this dialogue is fo perfectly dramatic, that, but for the 
Want of fable, it might be prefented on the {tage by good comedians with 
great advantage. He adds: Nay, fo highly picturefque is it in the manners 
which it imitates, as to be a worthy fubje&t for the pencil of any moral 
painter. Some of the antients, it feems, placed it among the dialogues which 
they called anatreptic, or the fubverting ; but it appears to me that it ought 
rather to be ranked among thofe of the firafic and maieutic ! kind. 

Should it be afked, fince it is by no means pofitively afferted in this 
dialogue, what the beautiful in foul is, we reply, that it is a vital rational 
form, the caufe of fymmetry to every thing in and pofterior to foul. The 
propriety of this definition will be obvious by confidering that the higheft 
beauty is a vital znte//eCual form, the fource of fymmetry to all things pofterior 
to the ineffable principle of all, as we have fhown in the Notes on the Par- 
menides ; and that confequently foul, in participating this beauty, will pre- 
ferve all its chara¢teriftic properties entire, except the snfe//ecfual peculiarity, 
which in the participation will become rational. 


> i. e. Among thofe which explore and obftetricate the conceptions of the foul. - 


THE 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 
SOCRATES anp HIPPIAS. 
SCENE'—THE LYCAUM., 


SOCRATES. 


Hippia S, the fine ? and the wife! what a long time it is fince laft you 


touched 3 at Athens ! 
Hip, 


* The fcene of this dialogue is clearly the Lyczum, a ftrudture of a(tonithing grandeur and 
beauty, at a fmall diftance from the city, by the fide of the Ilyffus; the largeft and moft magnifi- 
cent of thofe three built at the public coft for the purpofe of bathing and the gymnic exercifes. The 
other two were within the city, lying convenient for the ufe of the ordinary citizens and men of 
bufinefs. But this was the moft frequented by men of larger fortune and more leifure; with 
many of whom Socrates was intimately acquainted. Hither, as we learn from Plato’s Sympofium, 
it was his ufual cuftom to refort, accompanied by his friends, and to fpend here the greateft part 
of the day. That the Sophiits, whenever they came to Athens, frequented the fame place, appears 
from Ifocrates in Ora!. Panathen. ; as indeed it is natural to fuppofe; the nobler part of the youth 
being daily there affembled: for thefe were extremely inquifitive after knowledge, and great ad- 
mirers of philofophy; and the Sophifts profefled the teaching it, and the making, for a certain 
ftipulated fum of money, any man a philofopher. To carry on this bufinefs of their profeffion, 
they were continually travelling about, like the Rhapfodifts, from city to city, (taxexs mavraxs 
vywouevet, fays Ifocrates,) wherever philofophy and knowledge were in efteem ; but vifited Athens 
the ofteneft, where above all places thofe ornaments of the mind were highly valued.—S. 

a Hippias was remarkable for the finery of his apparel, as we fhall fee further on. This 
ftriking the eyes of Socrates immediately on meeting him occafioned his addrefling him firft with 
this epithet.—S. 

- 3 Socrates in this fentence humoroufly makes ufe of a fea term to reprefent the life led by the 


Sophifts, as refembling that of mariners; who are roving inceffantly from port to port, and never 
VOL. II. 3c continue 
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Hip. It is becaufe I have not had leifure *, Socrates. For the Eleans, you 
are to know, whenever they have any public affairs to negotiate with any 
of the neighbouring cities, conftantly apply tome, and appoint me their am- 
baffador for that purpofe, in preference to all others: becaufe they confider 
me asa perlon the ableft to form a right judgment of what is argued and 
alleged by every one of the cities, and to make a proper report of it to 
them. My embaifies °, therefore, have been frequent to many of thofe 
powers ; but ofteneft, and upon points the moft in number, as well as of the 
higheft importance, lave I gone to Sparta to treat with the Lacedemonians. 
This is the reafon, then, in anfwer to your queftion, why fo feldom I vifit 
thefe parts. 

Sec. This it is, Hippias, to be a man truly wife and perfeétly accom- 
plithed. For, being thus qualified, you have, in your private? capacity, 


great 


continue long in one place. But pofhibly there is a further meaning ; it may be intended to pree 
pare us for obferving that inftability of Hippias himfelf, his notions and opinions, which is after- 
wards to appear throughout the dialogue; an inftability arifing from his want of the fixed princi- 
ciples of fcience, the only fure foundation of fettled opinions. At the fame time, there is a pro- 
priety in this expreffion from the mouth of an Athenian, to whom it muft have been habitual; 
Athens being feated near the fea, the Athenians the principal merchants, and their ftate the 
greateft maritime power then in the world.—S. 

? Plato acquaints us always as fcon as pofible with the character of fis {peakers. In this- 
firft fpeech of Hippias, the vain and oftentatious fophift, the folemn and formal orator, both appear 
in a ftrong ight, and prepere us at once for ail which is to follow,- agreeably to thofe cha- 
ra€ters.—S. 

2 See Philoftrat. p. 495. cd. Olear.—S. 

3 Hippias is here reprefented as being both a fophift and an orator. For the better apprehend- 
ing this double character of his, and the more fully underftanding thofe many paflages of Plato 
where thefe profeflions are mentioned, it may be ufefal to give a fummary account of their rife 
and nature. ‘The Grecian wifdom then, or philofopky, in the moft antient times of which any 
records are left us, included phyfics, ethics, and politics, until the time of Thales the Ionian ; 
who giving himfelf up wholly to the ftudy of Nature, of her principles and elements, with the 
caufes of the feveral phenomena, became famous above all the antient fages for natural know- 
ledge ; and led the way to a fucceffion of philofophers, from their founder and firt matter called 
Tonic. Addicted thus to the contemplation of things remote from the affairs of men, thefe all 
lived abftraéted as much as poffible from human fociety ; revealing the fecrets of nature only toa 
few felect difciples, who fought them out in their retreat, and had a genius fcr the fame abitrufe 
inquiries, together with a tafle for the fame retired kind of life. As the fame of their wifdom 
fread, the curiofity of that whole inquifitive nation, the Grecians, was at length excited. ‘I his 

4 gave 
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great prefents made you by the young men of the age; and are able to make 
them ample amends by the greater advantages which they derive from you: 
then, in your. public chara€ter, you are able to do fervice to your country, 
as a man ought who would raife himfelf above contempt, and acquire repu- 
tation among the multitude. But, Hippias, what fort of reafon can be 
given, why thofe in former days, who are fo highly famed for wifdom, 
Pittacus, and Bias, and Thales the Milefian, with his difciples, fucceffors, 
and followers, down to Anaxagoras, if not all, yet moft of them, are found 
to have lived the lives of private men, declining to engage in public affairs ? 

Hip. What other reafon, Socrates, can you imagine befide this, that they 


gave occafion to the rife of a new profeffion, or fect, very different from that of thofe {peculative 
fages. A fet of men, {mitten, not with the love of wifdom, but of fame and glory, men of great 
natural abilities, notable induftry and boldnefs, appeared in Greece ; and affluming the name of 
Sophifts, a name hitherto highly honourable, and given only to thofe by whom mankind in general 
were fuppofed to be made wifer, to their antient poets, legiflacors, and the Gods themfelves, 
undertook to teach, by a few leffons, and in a fhort time, all the parts of philofophy to any 
perfon, of whatever kind was his difpofition or turn of mind, and of whatever degree the 
Capacity of it, fo that he was but able to pay largely for his teaching. In the fame age with 
Thales lived Solon the Athenian; who took the other part of philofophy to cultivate, and, 
applying himfelf chiefly to moral and political fcience, became fo great a proficient in thofe 
ftudies, that he gave a new fyftem of excellent laws to his country. Hence arofe in Athens a 
race of politicians, ftudious of the laws, and of the art of government. During this fucceffion, 
through force of natural genius, good polity, commerce and riches among the Athenians, great 
improvements were made in all the liberal arts: but that of oratory flourifhed above the reft, for 
this reafon; becaufe the Athenians lived under a popular government, where the art of ruling is 
only by perfuafion, Eloquence then being one of the principal means of perfuafion, and perfuafion 
the only way to acquire and maintain power, all who were ambitious of any magiftracy or office 
in the government ftudied to become eloquent orators: and the arts of rhetoric and polity were 
thus united in the fame perfons. Accordingly, we learn from the Attic writers of thofe days, that 
the moft popular orators at Athens were appointed to embaffies, to magiftracies, to the command 
of armies, and the fupreme adminiftration of all civil affairs. See particularly Ifocrates in Crat. 
de Pace, & Panathen. In this dialogue we find that the fame fpirit prevailed at Elis. Now in 
men of great abilities the predominant paffion is ambition more frequently than avarice. Thofe of 
the Sophifts, therefore, who excelled in quicknefs of underftanding, compafs of knowledge, aud 
ingenuity, fuch as Hippias was, added to their other attainments the arts of popular orator", and 
by thofe means got into the management of the ftate. Thus much for the prefent: the fequel 
and the fupplement of this fhort hiftory, fo far as they are necefury to our ; urpofe, will appear 
on fit occafions.—S. 
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had not a fufficient reach of prudence for the condué& of their own private 
affairs, and thofe of the public at the fame time? 

Soc. Tell me then, in the name of Jupiter, whether, as all other arts are 
improved, and the workmen of former times are contemptible and mean in 
comparifon with ours, thall we fay that your art, that of the Sophifts, hath 
in ke manner received improvement; and that fuch of the antients as ap- 
plied theinfelves to the ftudy of wifdom were nothing, compared to you of 
the prefent age ? 

Hır. Perfectly right: that is the very cafe. 

Soc. So that, were Bias to be reftored to life again in our days, he would 
be liable to ridicule, appearing in competition with you Sophiits : your cafe 
being parallel to that of our modern ftatuaries, who tell us that Dedalus, 
were he alive, and to execute fuch works as thofe to which he owed his 
great name, would but expofe himfelf, and become ridiculous. 

Hip. The truth of the matter, Socrates, exaétly is what you fay. I my- 
felf, however, make it my cuftom to beftow my commendations rather upon 
the antients, and upon all fuch as flourifhed in times precedent to our own ; 
giving them the preeminence and precedence ? above ourfelves; in order to 
efcape the envy of the living, and for fear of incurring the refentment of 
the dead *. 

Soc, 


1 Adliterations, adnominations, and repetitions of the fame word, were fome of thofe pretti- 
neffes of {tyle, or graces, where they are employed with judgment, which are faid to have been 
invented by the rhetorical Sophifts. Plato, therefore, frequently in his dialogues, with great pro- 
priety, puts them into the mouths of fuch fpeakers. On what occafions, and how differently 
from the ufe mace of them by thofe fophiftical orators, he introduces them into his own ftyle at 
other times, will be obferved elfewhere.—S. 

2 There was a law at Athens, the author of which was Solon, ordaining yn Atyew xaxws Tov Ted» 
mxora, nct to revile the dead: a law made, fays Plutarch, partly from a political confideration, to 
hinder the perpetuating of enmities ; partly from a motive of juftice, which forbids the attacking 
thofe who are not in a capacity of defending themfelves ; and partly from a principle of religion, 
agreeably to which the departed are to be looked on as facrcd: xar ôgiov Tous pebeotuTag ispevs vojt- 
fev. Plut. in Vir. Solon. p.89. E. That this fentiment was of much earlier antiquity than the 
age of Solon, appears from the following paflage of Archilochus, cited by Clemens Alex. Strom. 
Lvi. p. 619. ed. Sylburg. 

Ou yap (inf. f. rad’) e7bra, xatbavours xepropen 
Ez’ avdpaci—— 
Yor 
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Soc. In my opinion, Hippias, you fee the matter in a juft light, and con- 
fider it thoroughly well. I mytelf can witnefs the truth of what you fay. 
It is indeed certain, that your art is in this refpec really improved, in that 
you are able to manage the concerns of the public, and at the fame time 
give attention to your own private interefts. For Gorgias ', that great 
fophift of Leontium, came hither on a public embaffy from his country, as 
the ableft man among the Leontines to negotiate their affairs of ftate: and 
here he acquired glory by his fine harangues in the aflembly of the people; 
at the fame time that by his exhibitions before. private companies °, 


aa i and 
For this is evil, with heart-biting taunt 


To perfecute men dead. 


And from this of Homer ftill earlier, 


Oux ògioy Qoimevorow ex’ avdszowy evxeraes bat. 


Ody ff. 1. xxii. ver. 412. 
With boaftful fpeech to glory o'er the dead : 


Is impious. 


This piece of anticnt religion arofe partly from an opinion, that fouls freed from their earthly 
bodies were in a ftate of being fuperior to that of mortals, and ought, therefore, to be honoured 
by them; and partly was owing to a belief that the thadowy ghofts, or fpirits, (which they diftin- 
guithed from the intellectual fouls,) of dead perfons had it in their power to hurt the living, by 
haunting and difturbing them at leaft, if no other way. lt ison the foundation of this belief 
that Virgil repreients Dido thus threatening Æneas, 


Omnibus umbra locis adero: dabis, improbe, pcenas. 


Aineid. 1. iv. ver. 386. 
Bc where thou wilt, my fhade fhall ftill be there: 


Yes; thou fhalt fuffer for thy cruelty, 
Bafe man ! 


And hence likewife came to be inftituted the religious rite of offering SeAxtxpa, pacificatory 
facrifices, to the ghofts of thole whom they were afraid of having offended. See Eurip. Iphigen. 
in Taur. ver. 166.—S. 

! The character of Gorgias is painted by Plato at full length in a dialogue infcribed with his 
name. It will be fufficient for our prefent purpofe to obferve, that Gorgias was by profeflion, like 
Hippias, an orator as well as fophift; and fet up for teaching both philofophy and the art of 
rhetoric : and that the price of his teaching was 100 pyas which is of our money 3221. 18s. 4d. 
from each of his fcholars.—S, 

2 The profeffion or bufinefs of a fophift confifted of three branches: one of which was to per- 
feet and accomplifh the fine gentleman, according to the idea which the Grecians had of fuch a 
character in that age of fophifm: not to form him from the firit rudiments throughout, or in 


any 
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and his teaching our young men, he colle¢ted and raifed very confiderable 
fums of money from this city. Or, if you would have another inftance, 
there is my own friend, the famous Prodicus * ; who has frequently been 
fent hither on feveral public embaffies: but the laft time, not lohg fince, 
when he came as ambaffador from Ceos, his fpeeches before the council 
gained him great honour; and his private exhibitions in the mean time, 
together with the tuition of our young men, procured him an immenfe 
heap of money. But not one of thofe antient fages ever thought proper to 
exaét money by way of fee or reward for his teaching; or ever took it into 
his head to difplay his wifdom before a mixed multitude. So fimple were 
they, and fo much a fecret was it to them, how valuable a thing was 


any part, (for this tafk they thought beneath them,) but, after a courfe of liberal education had 
been gone through, and the ftudies and exercifes of youth were ended, to give him then the finifh- 
ing touches; qualifying him to fpeak plaufibly upon all fubjeéts, to fupport with fpecious argu- 
ments either fide of any queftion or debate, and by falfe oratory and fallacious reafoning, after- 
wards from them called fophiftical, to corrupt the hearers, filence the oppofers, and govern all in 
all things. To attain thefe admired accomplifhments, the young gentleman was conftantly to 
attend, and follow them every where, as long as he thought fit himfelf; obferving in what 
manner they difputed de quolibet ente, on any point which offered; and learning by degrees to 
imitate them. Hence, that which we tranflate tuition, or teaching, is every where in Plato termed 
guvevar Tois veos, the being accompanied by the young men. Another part of the fophift’s occupa- 
tiong quite diftinét from the former, though carried on at the fame time, was to read le&tures at 
a certain price to each auditor, before as many as they could procure beforehand to become fubfcri- 
bers to them. Thefe lectures, the fubjects of which were chofen indifferently, were in the way 
of declamations, differtations, or what we commonly call effays, ready compofed and written down. 
They were not contrived, however, for the purpofe of teaching or inftruction: nor could they in- 
deed effe€tually ferve that end; for long fpeeches and lectures are eafily forgotten: but they were 
calculated merely for entertainment and oflentation ; and properly enough, therefore, entitled by 
the Sophifts themfelves emide$es, exhibitions. The third branch of their trade, the only one culti- 
vated gratuitoufly, for the fake of fame, though probably with a view, befides, of gaining 
cuftomers in thofe other the lucrative branches, was to anfwer all queftions propofed to them; 
like the antient oracle at Delphi, or the authors of the Athenian oracle in the laft age; allufions 
to which practice of theirs we fhall meet with frequently in Plato. But in this paffage he had 
occafion only to mention their other two employments, from which immediately accrued their 
gain.—S. 

t In Prodicus alfo were united the two charaflers of orator and fophift: as Philoftratus (in 
Vit. Sophift.) confirms. That Socrates condefcended to attend his le€tures, and contraéted an 
intimacy with him, we learn from feveral of Plato’s dialogues. The price paid by each of his 
auditors at thofe laft exhibitions of his, here mentioned, was 50 dpaxuat, or rl. 12s. 34d. See 
Plat. in Craryl. p. 384. and Ariftot. Rhet. 1. iii. c. 14-—S. 
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money. Whereas each of the others, whom I mentioned, has made more 
money of his wifdom, than any other artificer * could ever earn from any 
art whatever: and prior to thefe Protagoras did the fame. 

Hır. You know nothing, Socrates, of what high advantages belong to 
our profeffion, If you knew but how great have been my own gains, you 
would be amazed. To give you only one inftance : Going upon a certain 
time to Sicily, where Protagoras then refided, high in reputation and reve- 
rend in years; I, though at that time in age greatly his inferior, gained in a 
very fhort time more than a hundred and fifty minas *: nay, from one 
place only, and that a very little one, Inycum, I took above twenty 3. 
This when I brought home with me, and prefented to my father, it ftruck 
him and my other friends in the city with wonder and aftonithment- 
To fay the truth, I am inclined to think, that not any two of the fophifts, 
name which you pleafe, taken together, have acquired fo much money as 
myfelf. 

Soc. A fair and a notable evidence have you produced, Hippias, proving 
not only ycur own wifdom, but how wife the world, too, is become now- 
a-days ; and what difference there is between the modern wifdom and the 
antient in point of excellence. For of thefe predeceffors of yours there is 
reported great foliy, according to your account of things *. To Anaxagoras, 
for inftance, it is faid, happened the contrary of that lucky fate which befel 
you. For, when great wealth had been left him, he through negligence, 


2 Anos Snusovpyos. The reafon why Plato ufes this word, rather than texnxos, his ufual term 
for artift, will appear in his dialogue named The Sophift; where he debafes that profeflion below 
ehe rank of the meaneft artificer in any ufeful or honet way.—S. 

2 Equal to 484l. 7s. 6d. Englifh money.—S, 

3 Equal to 64l. 11s. 8d. In all our calculations we have followed the ufual way of computing; 
in which an ounce of the Silver coin of Athens is valued but at 5s. 2d. and the Attic dpayn is 
fuppofed equal to the Roman denarivs ; though, as Dr. Arbuthnot judicioufly obferves, there is 
reafon to think it was of greater value.—S. 

4 Tev yap xportpuy wept Avatayooo. In our tranflation we have omitted this laft word; appre- 
hending it to have been at firit one of thofe, fo frequently of old written on the margin of books 
by way of explication or illuftration, and fo frequently, when thofe books came to be copied 
afterward, affumed into the text. For, if permitted to remain, it confounds cr much difturbs the 
conftruction ; and fo greatly puzzied the old tranflators, that they have feverally given this paffage 
four different meanings, all of them, compared with what follows, evidently. fpoiling the fenfe. 


We fhould choofe, therefore, to read Twv yap mpotepuy mtpl, ALYETHI He Te A—S. 
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they fay, loft it all: fo filly was he with his wifdom. And of other antient 
fages they reiate ftories of the fame kind. A clear proof, I think, therefore, 
this which you exhibit, in what a wife age we live; and what difproportion 
the wifdom of it bears to that of former times. Many too, I know, are 
agreed in this opinion, that a wife man ought, in the firft place, to be wile 
to himfelf. Now the ftandard of this kind of wifdom is, it feems, he who can 
get the moft money. But fo much for this. And now tell me, as to your 
ewn gains, from which of the cities whither you have travelled did you col- 
eft the largeft fums? Undoubtedly it muft have been from Sparta, whither 
you have gone the ofteneft. 

Hip. Not from thence, Socrates, by Jupiter. 

Soc. How fay you? What, the leaft fum from thence ? 

Hır. Never any thing at all, 

Soc. It is a prodigy whai you relate: and I am amazed at it, Hippias. 
But tell me, as to that wifdom of yours, has it not the power to improve in 
virtuous excellence all your followers who are converfant with it, and will 
learn ? 

Hip. In the higheft degree, Socrates. 

Soc. Were you able then to improve the fons of the Inycians, yet wanted 
fuch ability with regard to the fons of Sparta? 

Hip. Far from it. 

Soc. The Sicilians then, I warrant, have a defire of virtuous improve- 
ment; but the Spartans not fo. 

Hip. Strongly fo, Socrates, have the Spartans, 

Soc. Was their want of money then the reafon why they followed you not ? 

Hip. By no means; for of money they have plenty. 

Soc. What account then can be given in fuch a cafe as this, when they 
were defirous of improvement, and in no want of money to purchafe it; and 
you able to furnifh them with the higheft degrees of it; why they did not 
fend you away loaded with riches? What; ; ecan the reafon of it cannot 
be this, that the Spartans can educate their fons in a better manner than you 
could educate them? Or fhall we fay they can? and do you admit this to be 
true? 

Hır. By no means in tke world. 

Soc, Were you not able then to perfuade the young men at Sparta that, 
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by the help of your converfation, they might make greater advances in vir- 
tue than ever they could hope to do from the company and converfe of their 
fathers? Or could you not perfuade thofe fathers that they would do better 
to commit the inftruéction of their fons to your management, than to under- 
take that care themfelves, if they had any affetionate regard for their off- 
fpring? For it could not be that they envied their children the attainment 
of the higheft excellence in virtue. 

Hip. I have no fufpicion of their envying them fuch an attainment. 

Soc. Well now; and Sparta is really governed by good laws, 

Hip. Who makes a doubt of it ? 

Soc. Very well; and in cities governed by good laws the higheft value 
is fet on virtue. 

Hip. Certainly. 

Soc. And how to teach virtue to others you know beft of all men. 

Hip. By much, Socrates. 

Soc. Now the man who knows beft how to teach and impart to others 
the art of horfemanthip, of all countries in Greece would not fuch a man 
meet with moft honour, and acquire moft wealth, in Theffaly *, and where- 
ever elfe this art was cultivated moft ? 

Hip. It is probable he would. 

Soc. And will not the man who is capable of delivering the moft valuable 
inftru€tions with regard to virtue, meet with moft honour, and pick up moft 
money too, if he be that way inclined, in Sparta, and every other Grecian 
city governed by good laws? But in Sicily *, my friend, rather do you fup- 
pofe, or at Inycum? Ought we, Hippias, to give credit to this? for, if you 
fay it, we muft believe. 

Hip. The truth is, Socrates, that the Spartans hold it facred * to make 


" See the beginning of Plato’s Meno.—S. 

2 The Sicilians were as infamous for luxury as the Spartans were illuftrious for virtue. Whence 
the Greek proverb, Zusdiumn tpameCa; and the Latin, Sicule dapes.—S. 

3 This facred authority, which the Spartans attributed to the laws of their country, was owing 
partly to the fan&tion given to thofe laws by the Delphian oracle; as appears from Xenophon’s 
fhort obfervations upon the Lacedzmonian polity; and partly to the fan&tion of an oath taken by 
their anceftors, through 2 ftratagem of Lycurgus, to maintain his laws inviolable: for which fee 
Plutarch’s life of that legiflator, towards the end.—S. 
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no innovation in their laws; and to educate their youth in no other way 
than what is agreeable to their antient ufages '. 

Soc. How fay you? Dothe Spartans hold it facred not to do what is 
right, but to do the contrary? 

Hip. I would not fay any fuch thing, not I, Socrates. 

Soc. Would not they do right then to educate their fons in the better 
way, and not in the worfe? 

Hip. It is true they would: but the laws do not permit them to have 
their youth educated by foreigners, or after a foreign mode °. For, be 
affured, if any foreigner ever acquired wealth at Sparta by teaching or in- 
ftruéting their youth, much more fo fhould I; fince they take great pleafure 
in hearing my differtations, aud give me high encomiums: but in the affair 
of education, the law, as I faid, does not permit them the benefit of my in- 
ftructions. 

Soc. The law, Hippias, do you fuppofe mifchievous to the public, or 
beneficial ? 

Hip. It is inftituted, I prefume, for the benefit of the public: but fome- 
times, where the frame of the law is bad, it proves a public mifchief. 

Soc. Well; but do not legiflators always frame the law with a view of 
procuring for the public the greateft good? and becaufe without law it were 
impoffible to live in a ftate of order and good government. 

Hre. Without doubt, they do. 

Soc. When thofe, therefore, who undertake the making laws fail of 
procuring good, they have miffed their end, and erred from good govern- 
ment and law. Or how fay you otherwife? 

Hip. Accurately fpeaking, Socrates, I muft own the thing is fo ; but men 
are not ufed to affix {uch a meaning to the word /aw. 


* The manner of the Spartan education may be feen at large in Cragius de Repub. Lacedæm. 
hb. iii.—S.. 

2 The Spartans, above all people being attached to the antient conftitution of their government 
and laws, were extremely jealous of having a tafte introduced among them for foreign manners 
and fafhions ; becaufe they were well aware, that by thefe means an effential change in their cons 
flitution would gradually follow and take place. This jealoufy of theirs they carried to fuch a 
height, that they fuffered no foreigner, or perfon of foreign education, to take up his conftant 
refidence in Sparta; nor any of their own people to refide for any confiderable length of time in 
foreign countries.—S. 
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Soc. Do you fpeak of men who kuow what law means, or of men who 
want that knowledge? 

Hip. I foeak of the bulk of mankind, the multitude, 

Soc. Are thefe fuch as know the truth of things, this multitude ? 

Hip. Certainly not. 

Soc. But thofe who have that knowledge, the wife, hold that which is 
more beneficial, to be in reality, and according to the truth of things, more a 
law to all men than what is lefs beneficial. Do not you agree with them in 
this ? 

Hip. I agree that in reality fo it is. 

Soc. Is not the nature and the condition of every thing fuch as thofe hold 
it to be who are really knowing in the thing? 

Hip. Undoubtedly. 

Soc. Now to the Spartans, you fay, an education under you a foreigner, 
and after a foreign manner, would be more beneficial than to be educated 
after the manner of their own country. 

Hip. And I fay what is true. 

Soc. And that which is more beneficial is more a law. This you fay 
likewife, Hippias. 

Hır. I have admitted it fo to be. 

Soc. According, therefore, to your account, to have the fons of the Spar- 
tans educated under Hippias, is more agreeable to law; and their education 
under their fathers is more repugnant to law; fuppofing that from you they 
would receive advantages really greater. 

Hrp. And fo indeed would they, Socrates. 

Soc. Now from hence it follows, that the Spartans violate the law in 
not making you prefents of money, and committing their fons to your care, 

Hip. Be it fo: for you feem to argue thus in my favour; and it is not 
my bufinefs to controvert your argument. 

Soc. Violators of the law then, my friend, we find thefe Spartans, and 
that in the moft important article too; thefe, who are thought to be the 
greateft obfervers of it. But, in the name of the Gods, Hippias, of what kind 
are thofe differtations for which they give you thofe high encomiums? and 
upon what topics do they take that great pleafure in hearing you harangue ? 
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No doubt, they muft be the fame in which you have fo much excellent 
knowledge ; thofe which relate to the ftars and the phenomena of the fky. 

Hır. They by no means endure to hear a word upon thefe fubjeéts *. 

Soc. But they take pleafure in hearing a le€ture upon the fubject of 
geometry. 

Hip. Not at all: for many of the Spartans know not even the common 
rules of arithmetic ; nay, fcarcely, I may fay, how to reckon. 

Soc. They are far from enduring then to hear you difcourfe on the nature 
of numbers and accounts, 

Hip, Very far from that, by Jupiter. 

Soc. The fubjeéts, then, I warrant you, are thofe upon which you are 
able to differt, divide, and diftinguifh, with the greateft accuracy of all men; 
concerning the power of letters and fyllables, of harmonies and rhythms °. 

Hır. What harmonies, or what letters, my good man, do they concern 
themfelves about ? 

Soc. Well; what are the fubjeéts, then, upon which they attend to you 
with fo much pleafure to themfelves, and fo much commendation of you? 
Tell me yourfelf, fince I cannot find it out. 

Hip. Concerning the genealogies, O Socrates, of the heroes and of men; 


* The polity of the Spartans was contrived with a view of making them a military people. 
For this reafon, the mechanical and neceffary arts were left to fervants and flaves; and fuch part 
only of the liberal kind was admitred amongft them as contributed to military fkill, or fitted them 
for the toils and the ftratagems of war. But philofophy and the fciences are faid to have been 
wholly exctuded. Many paffages from the antients in proof of this are collected by the anno- 
tators on Aslian. Var. Hift. l. xii. c. 50. and by Nic. Craig, in his treatife before cited, l. jii. Per- 
haps, however, it was only fo in appearance. It may be worth while to examine and confider 
well what Plato fays on this fubje& in his Protagoras.—S. 

2 The Spartans were not more remarkable for a contempt of grammar and mathematics, tha 
was Hippias for his fill in thofe fciences, as appears from the fhorter dialogue called by his name. 
This part of the Introduction, the third and laft, receives much grace from both thefe circum- 
ftances. For the mention of the fciences here in this manner, witha mixture of compliment and 
humour, feems to arife naturally from the chara€ter of the perfon with whom Socrates is conver- 
fing, and from that of the people who are the prefent fubje&t of this part of their converfations 
Plato ufes fuch exquifite art in the ceconomy of his dialogues, that whatever is brought upon the 
carpet appears to fall in naturally: at the fame time that all the circumftances of it harmonize 
together; and every particular contributes to carry on his defigns, either the principal or fubor- 
dinate; being indeed purpofely introduced for the fake of thefe.—S, 
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concerning the migration of tribes, and fettling of colonies; the antiquity 
and firft foundation of Cities; in a word, concerning every thing in antient 
ftory, they hearken to me with the utmoft pleafure. So that I have been 


obliged to ftudy thofe things myfelf for their fakes, and to perfect myfelf in 
all that fort of knowledge. 


Soc. By Jupiter, Hippias, it was fortunate for you that the Spartans take 
no pleafure in hearing a man reckon up our archons from the time of 
Solon *. For, if they did, the perfeéting yourfelf in fuch a catalogue would 
put you to no little trouble. 

Hır. Why fo, Socrates? Upon hearing fifty names repeated only once, . 
I will undertake to remember them. 

Soc. It is true; but I did not confider that you had an excellent memory. 
So now l conceive the reafon why, in all probability, the Spartans are de- 
lighted with you: it is becaufe you know fuch a multitude of things, and 
are of the fame ufe to them that old women are to children, to entertain 
them with the recital of pretty fables and old ftories, 

Hip. And by Jupiter, Socrates, upon a manly fubje& too, that of beauty in 
manners, For, difcourfing there lately of a complete rule of manners be- 
coming a young man, J gained much applaufe. And I take this opportu- 
nity to inform you, that I have a differtation upon this fubjeét extremely 
beautiful, finely framed in every refpect, but particularly admirable for the 
choice.of words °. The occafion, or way of introducing my difcourfe, is 

this :-— 


* This was the æra of the Athenian greatnefs. For the lenity of Solon’s laws, the limitation 
which they gave to the formidable power of a perpetual fenate, and the popular liberty which they 
eftablifhed, produced in the people fuch a {pirit—the confequence always of lenity in the govern- 
ment, legal liberty, and a fhare of power—that Athens foon grew able to rival Sparta, and to be 
her competitor for the chief {way and leading in the general affairs of Greece. Plato here, there- 
fore, intends a fine compliment to nis country. That he could have no contrary view is evident ; 
becaufe the archons, or chief magiftrates of Athens, had been elected annually, nine in number, 
eighty years before the archonfhip of Solon, when his laws were inftituted. Plato would not 
have bounded his lift of archons with the time of Solon, had his intention been to /atirize the 
Athenian conftitution ; as it may feem to fome, who imagine him in all things to be in jeft, and 
always fatirical.—S. 

2 ‘The Sophifts were remarkably curious upon this head. The words which they affe&ted to 
ufe were the fmooth, the foft, and the delicate; the pompous, and the highly-compound ; the 
fplendid, the florid, the figurative and poetical; the quaint, and the uncommon; the antique, 

and 
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this :—After the taking of Troy, Neoptolemus is fuppofed to afk advice of 
Neftor, and to inquire of him, what courfe of life a young man ought to 
follow in order to acquire renown and glory. Upon this Neftor fpeaks, and 
lays down a great many excellent precepts concerning the beauty of manners 
and a well-regulated life, This! differtation I exhibited at Sparta; and 
three days hence am to exhibit the fame here at Athens, in the {chool of 
Phidoftratus, together with feveral other pieces of mine worth the hearing, 
I do it at the requeft of Eudicus, the fon of Apemantes. You will not fail, 
I hope, being prefent at it yourfelf, and bringing others with you to be of 
the audience, fuch as are capable judges of performances of this kind. 

Soc. We fhall do fo, Hippias; if fo it pleafe God. But at prefent anfwer 
me a fhort queftion relating to your differtation. For you have happily re- 
minded me. You muft know, my friend, that a certain perfon puzzled me 
lately in a converfation we had together ®—after I had been inveighing againtt 
{fome things for their bafenefs and deformity, and praifing fome other things 
for their excellence and beauty—by attacking me with thefe queftions in a 
very infolent manner.—‘* Whence came you, Socrates, faid he, to know 
what things are beautiful, and what are otherwife? For can you tell me, 
now, what the beautiful is?” I, through the meannefs of my knowledge, 
found myfelf at a lofs, and had nothing to anfwer him with any propriety. 
So, quitting his company, I grew angry with myfelf, reproached myfelf, and 
threatened that, as foon as ever I could meet with any one of you wife men, 
I would hear what he had to fay upon the fubjeét, and learn and ftudy it 
thoroughly ; and, that done, would return to my queftioner, and battle the 
point with him over again, Now, therefore, as I faid, you are come hap- 


and obfclete; with many new ones of their own invention; all, in fhort, which any way ferved 
to pleafe the fenfe, or amufe the fancy, without informing the underftanding, Inftances of all 
which are recorded in the antient critics, and may be feen collected, many of them by Crefollius 
in Theat. Rhet. 1. iii. c. 23. As to the dition of Hippias in particular, it is reprefented by Max- 
imus Tyrius, c. 23. to have been empty and unmeaning, and his eloquence void of folidity. 

1 This boafted diflertation of Hippias was intitled Tpwixos, as we learn from Philoftratus, in 
whofe time it appears to have been extant. The plan of manners which it laid down, if we may 
conjecture from the title, was taken from the charadlers of the heroes in Homer’s Iliad, chiefly 
from that of Achilles, Hippias’s favourite. See the thorter dialogue called by his name.—S. 

t This certain perfon was no other than the dianoétic part or power of the foul of Socrates: 
for it is this part which inveftigates truth, deriving its principles from intelle€t.—T. 
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pily for me. Give me ample information then accordingly concerning the 
nature of the beautiful itfelf: and endeavour to be as accurate as poffible in 
your anfwers to what I fhall afk you; that I may not be confuted a fecond 
time, and defervedly again laughed at. For you underftand the queftion, no 
doubt, perfeétly well. To you fuch a piece of knowledge can be but a little 
one, amongft the multitude of thofe which you are mafter of, 

Hip. Little enough, by Jupiter, Socrates ; and fcarcely of any value at all. 

Soc. The more eatily then fhall I learn it; and not be confuted or puz- 
zled any more upon that point by any man. 

Hır. Not by any man. For otherwife would my {kill be mean, and no- 
thing beyond vulgar attainment. 

Soc. It will be a brave thing, by Juno, Hippias, to get the better of the 
man, as you promife me we fhall. But fhall I be any obftacle to the vic- 
tory if I imitate his manner, and, after you have anfwered fome queftion of 
mine, make objections to your anfwer ; for the fake only of more thorough 
information from you ? for I have a tolerable fhare of experience in tle prac- 
tice of making objeCtions. If it be no difference therefore to you, I fhould 
be glad to have the part of an objector allowed me, in order to be made a 
better mafter of the fubject. 

Hır. Take the part of an objetor, then: for, as I faid juft now, it is no 
very knotty point, that which you inquire about. I could teach you to an- 
fwer queftions much more difficult than this, in fuch a manner that none 
fhould ever be able to refute you. 

Soc. O rare! what good news you tell me! But come, fince you bid me 
yourfelf, I will put myfelf in the place of my antagonift, try to be what he 
is, to the beft of my power, aud in his perfon begin to queftion you. Now, 
if he were of the audience, when you exhibited that differtation which you 
talk of, concerning the beauty of manners, after he had heard it through, 
and you had done fpeaking, this point rather than any other would be upper- 
moft in his mind to queition you upon, this relating to the beautiful: for he 
has a certain habit of fo doing; and thus would he introduce it.—* Elean 
ftranger ! I would afk you, whether it is not by having honefty that honeft 
men are honeft ?” An{wer now, Hippias, as if he propofed the queftion. 

Hır. I thall anfwer—It is by their having honefty. 


Soc. Is not this fome certain thing then, this honefty ? 
Hip. 


392 THE GREATER HIPPIAS. 


Hır. Clearly fo. 

Soc. And is it not likewife by their having wifdom that wife men are 
wife? and by having good in them that all good things are good ? 

Hip. Without difpute. 

Soc. And are not thefe {fome certain real things"? for they are not 
furely non-entities, by whofe intimate prefence with other things thofe 
things are what they are. 

Hip, Undoubtedly, real things. 

Soc. I afk you then, whether all things which are beautiful are not in 
like manner beautiful by their having beauty ? 

Hip. They are, by their having beauty. 

Soc. Some certain real thing, this beauty. 

Hır. A real thing. But what is to come of all this? 

Soc. Tell me now, friend ftranger, will he fay, what this thing is, this 
beauty, or the beautiful. 

Hip. Does not the propofer of this queftion defire to have it told him, 
what is beautiful ? 

Soc. I think not, Hippias: but to have it told him what the beautiful is. 

Hip. How does this differ from that? 

Soc. Do you think there is no difference between them ? 

Hie. There is not any. 

Soc. You certainly know better. Obferve °, my good friend, what the 
queftion is. For he afks you, not what is beautiful, but what is the beauti- 
ful. 

Hip. I apprehend you, honeft friend. And to that queftion, What is the 
beautiful’ I fhall give an anfwer, fuch a one as can never be confuted. For 
be affured, Socrates, if the truth muft be told, a beautiful maiden is the thing 
beautiful, 


* This is levelled againft thofe who maintained that mind and the objeéts of mind have no 
real being ; attributing reality to nothing but that which they are able arpi raw xeipow ratecbat, 
fays Plato, (Theztet. p. 155.) ‘ to take faft hold of with their hands ;” or, at leaft, which is the 
obje& of one or other of their fenfes.—S. 

2 The Greek, as it is printed, is o4ws—aépss. But the fenfe, as we apprehend, not admitting an 
adverfative adverb, the true reading probably is duoc or ôuou—abper, that is, “* Look clofe, or near :” 
for the Attic writers ufed the word duou to fignify the fame with yy; See Harpocrat. p. 130, 
331. ed. Gronov.—S. 

Soc. 
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Soc. An excellent anfwer, by the dog', Hippias; and fuch a one as 
cannot fail of being applauded, Shall I then, in an{wering thus, have an- 
{wered the queftion afked me? and that fo well as not to be refuted ? 

Hır. How fhould you be refuted, Socrates, in avowing that which is the 
opinion of all the world; and the truth of which all who hear you will 
atteft ? 

Soc. Be it fo then, by all means. But now, Hippias, let me alone to 
refume the queftion, with your anfwer to it, by myfelf. The man will 
interrogate me after this manner: * Anfwer me, Socrates, and tell me, if 
there be any fuch thing as the beautiful itfelf*, to whofe prefence is owing 
the beauty of all thofe things which you call beautiful 3?’ Then fhall I an- 

{wer 


t Plato has in his dialogues drawn the picture of his hero with an ex2étnefs fo minute, that he 
feems not to have omitted the leaft peculiarity in the ordinary converfation of that great man. 
Of this we have here an inftance very remarkable. Socrates, it feems, in common difcourfe 
ufed frequently to {wear by brute animals. The different reafons which have been affigned for 
his fo doing, and the various cenfures pafled on him, may be feen collected by Menage in Not. 
ad Laért. p. 92, 93.; M. Maffieu in the firft tome of Les Mem. de !’Acad. des Infcript. & Belles 
Lett. p. 205.3 and by M. du Soul in Not. ad Lucian. vol. i. p. 556. ed. Hemfterhus. Thus much 
is evident, that the Cretans had a law or cuftom, introduced amongft them by Rhadamanthus, to 
ufe that very kind of oaths; on purpofe to avoid naming on every trivial occafion the Gods in 
whom they believed. See the authors cited by Olearius in Not. ad Philoftrat. p. 257. n. 22. 
That the great Athenian philofopher followed in this the example of the old Cretan judge and 
lawgiver, is the opinion of Porphyry, in }. iii. de Abflinent. § 16. and indeed is in the higheft 
degree probable; becaufe we find Socrates {wearing by the very fame fpecies of animals adjured 
commonly by the Cretans. The dog is named the moft frequently in the oaths of both; probably 
becaufe domeftic, and the moft frequently in fight when they were talking. See the Scholiaft on 
Ariftoph. Av. ver. 521. and Suidas in voce ‘Padapavoves opxos.—S. 

2 The Greek is, e Ti tots avto vo xarov. Among the Attic writers « has often the force of an 
adverb of interrogation, fignifying ‘* whether ;” like the Englifh particle “if.” This is one of the 
many idioms of our language, correfponding with thofe of the antient Attic Greek. But this idiom 
feems not to have been well known, or at leaft not here obferved, by any of the tranflators: for 
they all interpret this part of the fentence in a conditional fenfe, making s a conditional con- 
jun@tion. Nor does it indeed appear to have been better known to thofe old tranfcribers of the 
original, from whofe copies are printed the editions we have of Plato. For their ignorance in this 
point feems to have occafioned thofe corruptions of the text taken notice of in the two following 
notes.==Ś. 

3 The whole fentence in the prefent editions ftands thus: Ib: uon, w Loxzares, amoxgwai tavta 
TAVITA & PNG NAAG EIVAI, EI Ti IOTI RUTO TO XEAGO, Tat’ ay tm xara; ln the latter part of this fentence 
there is undoubtedly an omiffion; which we ought to fupply thus; Al ‘O taut’ av tin xara, as we 


VOL, Ill. 35 read 
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{wer him thus: “ A beautiful maiden is that beautiful, to whofe prefence 


y ?? 


thofe other things owe their beauty *. 

Hır. Well. And do you imagine, after this, that he will ever think of 
refuting you ? or attempt to prove your anfwer concerning the thing beauti- 
ful not a juft anfwer? or, if he fhould attempt it, that he would not be 
ridiculous? 

Soc. That he will attempt it, friend, I am well affured: but whether in 
fo doing he will be ridiculous, will appear in the attempt itfelf. However, 
Pli tell you what he will fay. 

Hip. Tell me then. 

Soc. ‘ How pleafant you are, Socrates!” he will fay. Is not a beautiful 
mare then a thing beautiful? commended as fuch even by the divine 
oracle °.’ What fhall we anfwer, Hippias? Shall we not acknowledge, that 

a mare 


read in the fentence following, where Socrates repeats the terms of the queftion: or rather, Q x. 
q. 2. the dative cafe having been ufed by Socrates juft before, when he ftated the queftion firft.—S, 

3 The Greek is printed thus: Eyw de dy epu, ort et mapbevos xan, warov ets Ò? Ô TAUT av tim XaAce 
But the fenfe evidently requires us to expunge the word « before aagbevos, and to read ôri wapbevos 
xan xar eath x. ta. The author of this interpolation, no doubt, intended to make this fentence 
anfwer to the former; and thus completed the feries of blunders, which arofe gradually from that 
ignorance of the Attic idiom, ufed in the former fentence, of which we accufed the tranf{cribers in 
note °, p. 393- This laft blunder has been the fource of another, a moft ridiculous one, made by 
Auguftinus Niphus in a Latin treatife De Pulchro. His intention, in the former part of that 
work, is to illuftrate the Greater Hippias of Plato. In purfuance of which he thinks it incum- 
bent on him, in the firft place, to prove the excellence of fome particular beauty ; fuch as may beft 
fhow, we prefume he means, the perfection of the ideal pattern. For this purpofe, he politely 
and gallantly urges the following argument, manifeftly borrowed from the error complained of in 
this note: “Ifthe princefs Joan of Arragon be beautiful without a fault, then there muft be fome- 
thing abfolutely beautiful in the nature of things: But none can deny the faultlefs beauty of the 
princefs Joan: Therefore, &c.” And in proof of this laft pofition, he gives us a long detail of the 
charms of that princefs; fuch as, befides the beauties of her mind and fweetnefs of her manners, 
her golden locks, blue eyes, dimpled chin, &c. &c. &c. from head to foot.—S. 

* The oracle here meant is recorded at large by Jo. Tzetzes, chil. ix. cap. 291. of which only 
the following verfe relates to the prefent fubjet— 


"Irro Opniniat, Naxedainovas TE yuvaines. 


The dames of Sparta and the mares of Thrace 
Excel amongft the females of their kind. 


Out of this the Grecians, with a little alteration, made a proverb, current amongft them, 
Trza 
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a mare is beautiful likewife ? meaning a beautiful mare. For, indeed, how 
fhould we dare deny that a beautiful thing is beautiful ? 

Hip. True, Socrates. And no doubt the God rightly gave that com- 
mendation: for with us, too, there are mares exceedingly beautiful *. 

Soc. “ Very well now,” will he fay: ‘* but what, is not a beautiful lyre 
too a thing beautiful ?”’ Shall we allow it, Hippias ? 

Hip. Certainly. 

Soc. After this he will fay, (for with tolerable certainty I can guefs he 
will, from my knowledge of his charaéter,) “ But what think you of a beau- 
tiful foup-pan, you fimpleton you? is not that a thing beautiful then ?” 

Hır. Who is this man, Socrates? I warrant, fome unmannerly and ill- 
bred fellow, to dare to mention things fo mean and contemptible, upon a 
fubje&t fo noble and fo refpedtable. 

Soc. Such is the man, Hippias; not nice and delicate; but a mean 
fhabby fellow, without confideration or regard for aught except this, in 
every inquiry,— What is true ?—The man, however, muft have an anfwer: 
and in order to it, I thus premife—If the pan be made by a good workman, 


‘Irro Oeccanixny, Aaxedatuoviny te yuvaixce. 


A Spartan dame, and a Theflalian mare. 
See Barthius on Claudian, de 4to Conf. Hon. ad ver. 543. pag. 697. 


Hence it arofe in time, that the words of the oracle itfelf fuffered a change; and inftead of 
Qpnixiai was fubftituted @rccaraxai: with which alteration we find the oracle cited again by the 
fame Tzetzes, chil. x. c. 330. That the former word is the true reading, and the latter a cor- 
ruption, rather than the reverfe of this, is probable from the authority of a writer, the moft antient 
of thofe who cite this oracle, Eufebius, in Prep. Ev. 1. v. c. xxvii. pag. 132. ed. R. Seeph.—S. 

® We learn from Plutarch, vol. ii. p. 303. that the people of Elis carried their mares into other 
countries to be covered. It is probable, therefore, that they encouraged only the female breed 
of that animal at home: efpecially if it be true, what Pliny and Servius write, that mares are better 
for along race. See the anootators on Virgil, Georg. i. ver. 59. The Eleans were undoubtedly 
thus curious about the breed, on account of the chariot-races in the Olympic games; which were 
celebrated in their country, and from which they derived the advantage of being fuffered to enjoy a 
conftant peace, with liberty and honour— 


Et quas Elis opes ante pararat equis. 
Propert. I. i. el. 8. ver. 36. 


And by her mares, fo fleet in race to run, 
The wealth which Elis antiently had won.—S, 
3E 2 {mooth 
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fmooth and round, and well-baked ; like fome of our handfome foup-pans 
with two handles, thofe which hold fix coas", exceedingly beautiful in 
truth; if he mean fuch a pan as thefe are, the pan muft muft be confeffed 
beautiful. For how, indeed, could we deny that to be beautiful which has 
real beauty ? 

Hip. By no means, Socrates. 

Soc. ‘ Is not a beautiful foup-pan, then,” he will fay, “a thing beautiful ? 
An{wer.” 

Hip. Well then, Socrates, my opinion of the cafe is this: Even this veffel, 
if well and handfomely made, is a beautiful thing likewife. But nothing of 
this kind deferves to be mentioned as beautiful, when we are fpeaking of a 
mare, and a maiden, or any other thing thus admirable for its beauty. 

Soc. So; now I apprehend you, Hippias. When the man afks fuch a 
queftion as that, we are thus, it feems, to anfwer him :—“ Honeft man! are 
you ignorant how it was faid well by Heraclitus, ‘ that the moft beautiful 
ape, in comparifon with the human * kind, is a creature far from beautiful?” 
Juft fo, the moft beautiful foup-pan is a thing far from beautiful in compa- 
rifon with the maiden kind; as it is faid by Hippias the wife.’ Is it not 
thus, Hippias, that we muft an{wer ? 

Hip. By all means, Socrates: your anfwer is perfectly right. 

Soc. Mind me now: for upon this, I am well affured, he will fay to me 
thus :—“ But fuppofe, Socrates, the maiden kind were to be fet in compa- 
rifon with the Goddefs kind ; would not the fame accident befall the maidens 
in that cafe, which happened to the foup-pans compared with them? Would 


* According to the accurate Dr. Arbuthnot’s computation, the Attic xous, or xox, was a mea- 
fure containing three quarts. So that the fine tureens here mentioned held 4; gallons.—S. 

2 In the Greek we read adam yews. But, that we ought to read avðpwmive yever, there is no 
occafion, we prefume, for any arguments to prove.. It will fufficiently appear from what is quoted 
prefently after from the fame Heraclitus. For, however dark or myflerious his writings might 
have been, as we are told they were, yet there is no reafon to think he wrote ab/urd’y. But the 
abfurdity was eafily committed by the tranfcribers of Plato; who probably fometimes did not well 
underftand his meaning, certainly were not always very attentive to it. For we learn from thofe 
who are much converfant with antient manufcripts, that ardpwry often, and avdpumww fometimes, is 
written in this concife manner, avs. And no error is more common in the editions of Greek 
authors, than fuch as are occafioned by this very abbreviation. —S. 


not 
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not the faireft maiden appear far from being beautiful? Does not Hera- 
clitus further teach this very doctrine, which you yourfelf muft needs infer 
to be true ', that the wifeft of men, compared with a God, will appear an 
ape in wifdom and beauty and every other excellence *?”’ Shall we own, 
Hippias, the faireft maiden far from beautiful, in comparifon with a Goddefs? 

Hır. Who, Socrates, would prefume to call this in queftion ? 

Soc. No fooner then fhall I have agreed with him in this, than he will 
laugh at me, and fay, ‘“ Do you remember, Socrates, what queftion you was 
afked ?’—“ I do,” I fhall tell him ; ‘* it was this: What kind of thing was 
the beautiful itfelf ””’—“ When the queftion then,” he will fay, ** concerned 
the beautiful itfelf, your anfwer was concerning that which happens to be far 
frombeautiful, according to your own confeffion, as beautiful as it is.”—** So 
it feems,” fhall I fay? Or what other reply, my friend, do you advife me to 
make him? 

Hır. I think, for my part, you muft reply in thofe very words, For 3, 

when 


1 The Greek is thus printed, ov cv sman; and by all the tranflators interpreted after this man- 
ner: “ That Heraclitus, whofe teftimony you cite ;” as ifthe word uaptupa was tacitly underftood 
after ewayn. Whether this interpretation be agreeable to the words of Plato, or not; we fee it 
plainly repugnant to the matter of fat: for it was not Hippias, but Socrates himfelf, who had 
juft before cited Heraclitus. Suppofing, however, that the writings of this philofopher were 
cited frequently by Hippias; and that poflibly, therefore, the meaning might be this: ‘* He whofe 
teftimony you are ufed to cite ;” yet the alteration of the word ôv into ‘O AN will, we prefume, to 
every attentive and judicious reader, appear to make better fenfe and reafoning. For the faying of 
Heraclitus, which follows, as this philofopher inferred the truth of it, by analogy, from his com- 
parifon between apes and men, is no lefs a proper inference, in the fame way of reafoning, from 
what Hippias had juft before admitted to be his own meaning, and the amount of what he had 
faid concerning the foup-pan compared with a beautiful maiden. Our learned readers will alfo ob- 
ferve the conftruction to be much eafier, and more natural, when the fentence is read thus: H 
ov xai ‘Hpaxatiros tavtor TovTo Agvet, ọ ay ov exayn.—S. 

a In this quotation from Heraclitus every one will difcern the original of that thought in Mr. 
Pope’s Effay on Man— 

Superior beings, when of late they faw 
A mortal man unfold all nature’s law, 
Admired fuch wifdom in an earthly fhape, 
And fhowed a Newton, as we fhow an ape.—S. 
3 We entirely agree with Monf. Maucroy, in affigning the following fentence to Hippias; 


though all the other tranflations, with the printed editions of the Greck, attribute it to Socrates. 
The 
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when he fays that the human kind compared with the divine is far from 
beautiful, without doubt he will have the truth on his fide. 

Soc. “But were I to have afked you at firft this queftion,”” will he fay, 
‘What is beautiful, and at the fame time far from beautiful ? and you 
were to have anfwered me in the manner you did; would not you in that 
cafe have anfwered rightly? And does the beautiful then itfelf, by which 
every other thing is ornamented, and looks beautiful, whenever this form of 
beauty fupervenes and invefts it, imparting thus the virtue of its prefence,— 
does this ftill appear to you to be a maiden, or a mare, or a lyre?” 

Hır. Truly, Socrates, if this be the queftion which he afks, it is the eafieft 
thing imaginable to anfwer it; and to tell him what that beautiful thing is, 
by which other things are ornamented; and which, by fupervening and in- 
vefting them, makes them look beautiful. So that he muft be a very fimple 
fellow, and entirely a ftranger to things elegant and fine. For, if you only 
anfwer him thus, “ that the beautiful, which he inquires after, is nothing 
elfe than gold,” he will have no more to fay, nor attempt ever to refute 
fuch an anfwer. Becaufe none of us can be infenfible that, wherever gold 
be applied or fuperinduced, let the thing have looked ever fo vile and fordid 
before, yet then it will look beautiful, when it is invefted or ornamented 
with gold. 

Soc. You have no experience of the man, Hippias, how unyielding he 1s, 
and how hard in admitting any affertion. 

Hip. What fignifies that, Socrates? He muft of neceffity admit what is 
rightly afferted ; or, in not admitting it, expofe himfelf to ridicule. 

Soc. And yet will he be fo far from admitting this anfwer, my friend, that 
he will treat me with open derifion, and fay to me, “ You that are fo puffed 
up with the opinion of your own {kill and knowledge, do you think Phidias 
was a bad workman?” And I believe I fhall anfwer, that he was far from 
being fo. 

Hip. You will anfwer rightly, Socrates. 

Soc. Rightly, without difpute. But he, when I have agreed with him that 
Phidias was a good workman, will fay, ‘“ Do you imagine, then, that Phidias 


The error feems to have arifen from want of obferving, that the particle xa: in Plato has frequently 
the force of yap; and that xa: dy, though oftener xai per dn, anfwers to the Latin eximvero.—S. 
3 was 


THE GREATER HIPPIAS, 399 


was ignorant of that which you call the beautiful ?’—* To what purpofe do 
you afk this?” I fhall fay.—** Becaufe Minerva’s eyes,” will he reply, “Phidias 
made not of gold, nor yet the reft of her face ; nor the feet, nor the hands 
neither : though fhe would have looked handfomeft, it feems, had fhe been 
a golden Goddefs : but he made thefe all of ivory *. It is evident that he 
committed this error through ignorance; not knowing that gold it was 
which beautified all things, wherever it was applied.” When he talks after 
this manner, what anfwer fhall we make him, Hippias? 

Hır. There is no difficulty at all in the matter. We fhall anfwer, “ Phi- 
dias was in the right; for things made of ivory are alfo, as I prefume, beau- 
tiful.” 
` Soc. “4 What was the reafon, then,” will he fay, “ why Phidias made not 
the pupil of the eyes out of ivory, but out of ftone rather? choofing for that 
purpofe fuch ftone as (in colour) moft refembled ivory. Is a beautiful 
ftone then a thing beautiful too?’ Shall we admit it fo to be, Hippias ? 

Hip. We will; ina place where the {tone is becoming. 

Soc, But, where it is unbecoming, fhall I allow it to be unhandfome, or 
not? 

Hir. Allow it; where the {tone becomes not the place. 

Soc. ** Well now; and is it not the fame with ivory and gold, you wife 
man you?” will he fay. “ Do not thefe, where they are becoming, make 
things appear handfome ; but far otherwife where they are unbecoming }” 
Shall we deny this, or acknowledge the man to be in the right ? 

Hır. We muft acknowledge this, that whatever is becoming to any 
thing makes it appear handfome. 

Soc. Upon this, he will fay thus: “* When that fine foup-pan, then, 
which we have been {peaking of, is fet upon the ftove full of excellent {oup °, 

whether 

* Allthe other parts, not here mentioned, were of maffive gold: as we colleét from Pliny’s Na- 
tural Hiftory, |. xxxvi. c. 6. compared with this place. For the Athenian Minerva was always 
painted or carved with martial habiliments. It became a Goddefs to have thefe made of gold. 
And with equal propriety, no doubt, did Phidias make of ivory the parts fuppofed to be left nared. 
The Olympian Jupiter, and this admirable ftatue, the fize of which far exceeded the human, were 
efteemed the capital works of that great mafter. See Plin. Hift. Nat. l. xxxiv. c. 3. The Mi- 
nerva ftood in the Ilaphevwv, or temple of that Goddefs, at Athens.—S. 

* The fine compound foups of the Athenians, to prevent fpoiling the contexture of fome of the 

ingredients, 
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whether is a golden fpoon the moft becoming and proper for it, or a fyca- 
more fpoon ?” 

Hip. Hercules! what a ftrange fort of man, Socrates, is he whom you 
are talking of! Will you not tell me who he is? 

Soc. Should 1 tell you his name, you would not know him. 

Hır. But I know already that he is fome ignorant filly fellow. 

Soc. He is a very troublefome queftioner indeed, Hippias. But, how- 
ever, what fhall we anfwer? Which of the two fpoons fhall we fay is moft 
becoming and proper for the foup and for the pan? Is it not clearly the 
fycamore * fpoon? For this gives a better fcent and flavour to the foup; and 
at the fame time, my friend, it would not break the pan, and fpill the foup, 
and put out the fire, and, when the guefts were come prepared for feafting, 
rob them of an excellent difh. But all thefe mifchiefs would be done by that 
golden fpoon. We muft, I think, therefore, anfwer, that the fycamore 
{poon is more becoming and proper in this cafe than the golden fpoon: 
unlefs you fay otherwife. 

Hip. Well, Socrates; more becoming and proper be it then: but, for 


ingredients, and confounding the order of others, were, many of them, ferved up to table in the 
very ftewing-pans in which they were made. See Ariftoph. Eq. ad. iv. fec. 1.; Athenzus, I. ix. 
p- 406. ; and Cafaubon. in Athen. p. 693. For this realon, that elegant people was very curious 
about the beauty of thefe pans or difhes. The matter of them feems to have been akind of porce- 
Jain, and the form not unlike our tureens. If the curiofity of any of our readers fhould lead 
them to inquire into the compofition of thefe foups, they may fatisfy it in fome meafure by looking 
into Athenzus and Apicius Cælius, l. v. c. 3.—S. 

s In the Greek evan, But that we ought to read guxapum, there is great reafon to fufpect. 
For the wood of the fig-tree was found fo unft a material in the making any domeftic utenfils, 
&c. that the Grecians in common fpeech metaphorically called whatever was ufelefs, cuxiwoy, a fig- 
tree thing, this or that. Upon which account Horace gives that wood the epithet of ‘* inutile,” 1. i. 
fat.8. Whereas the wood of the fycamore-tree, cuxapyivos, is by Theophraftus faid to be guaov 
xpos aoaaa xpnosuov, Hilt. Plant. 1. iv. c. 2. Not to infift on the extreme bitternefs of fig-tree wood 
to the tafte; and the offenfivenefs of its {moke, when burning, beyond that of any other tree : 
(fee Plutarch, vol. ii. p. 684.) qualities which feem to indicate the fcent and flavour of it not 
to be very agreeable. The alteration of this word is eafily accounted for. The cuxopivos, or 
guxepopos, being the fame with the ouxn Asyurria, it is probable that the Alexandrian Platonifts, to 
illuftrate the word cyxayim, wrote in the margin of their books guxim: which afterwards the more 
eafily took place of the other, becaufe the fig-tree was well known to be the moft common of any 
tree in Attica.—S. 


my 
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my part, I would not hold difcourfe with a fellow who afked fuch fort of 
queftions, 

Soc. Right, my dear friend. For it would not be becoming or proper 
for you to be befpattered with fuch vile dirty words, fo finely dreffed " as 
you are from top to toe, and fo illuftrious for wifdom through all Greece, 
But for me—it is nothing to dirty * myfelf againft the man. Give me my 
leffon, therefore, what I am to fay; and anfwerin my name. For the man 
now will fay thus: “If the fycamore fpoon then be more becoming and 
proper than the golden one, muft it not be handfomer ?” 

Hır. Yes. Since the proper and becoming, Socrates, you have granted 
to be handfomer than the improper and unbecoming. 

Soc. What, Hippias; and fhall we grant him too, that the fycamore 
fpoon has more beauty in it than the golden {poon ? 

Hır. Shall I tell you, Socrates, what you fhall fay the beautiful is, fo as 
to prevent him from all further cavilling and difputing ? 

Soc. By all means: but not before you tell me whether of the two 
fpoons we have been talking of is the moft beautiful, as well as the moft 
proper and becoming. 

Hip. Well then; if it pleafes you, anfwer him, “It is that made of the 
{ycamore tree.” | 

Soc. Now fay what you was juft going to fay. For this anfwer, in 
which I pronounce gold to be the beautiful, will be refuted; and gold will be 
demonftrated, I find, not to be at all more beautiful than fycamore wood. 
But what, fay you, is the beautiful now? 

Hip. I will tell you. For when you afk me, “ What is the beautiful ?” 
vou would have me, I perceive, give you for anfwer fomething which fhall 
never, in any place, or to any perfon, appear otherwife than beautiful. 

Soc. By all means, Hippias. And now you apprehend me perfeétly 
well. But obferve what I fay: Be affured, that if any man fhall be able to 


2 The fine drefs in which Hippias appeared at the Olympic games, is related by Plato in the 
leffer dialogue of his name; and more at large by Apuleius, Florid. l.ii. Elian alfo tells us, that 
the ordinary attire of that fophift, whenever he appeared abroad, was of a fcarlet colour, fuch as 
in thofe days peculiarly belonged to perfons of high dignity. Var. Hift. 1. xii, c. 32.—S. 

a Meaning, that he was accuftomed to fubmit his fancies and paffions to the fevere difcipline 
and rough treatment of his higher principle.—S. 

VOL, III. 3F controvert 
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controvert our new anfwer, I fhall vow never more to praife any thing for 
its beauty. Now in the name of the Gods proceed, and tell it me without 
delay. 

Hip. I fay then, that always, and to every perfon, and in every place it 
will appear the moft beautiful, lovely, and defirable thing in the world, to 
be rich, healthy, honoured by his country, to arrive at a good old age, to 
give his parents an honourable burial, and at length to have the laft offices 
performed for himfelf honourably and magnificently by his own iffue. 

Soc. O brave! O rare! How admirable, how great, and how worthy of 
yourfelf, Hippias, is the {peech you have now fpoken! By Juno, I receive 
with much pleafure that hearty willingnefs of yours to give me all the affift- 
ance in your power. But we reach not the point yet, For now will the 
man laugh at us more than ever, you may be affured. 

Hır. An ill-timed laugh, Socrates. For in laughing, when he has nothing 
to object, he will in reality laugh only at himfelf; and be the ridicule of all 
who happen to be prefent. 

Soc. Perhaps fo. But perhaps, alfo, as foon as I have thus anfwered, 
I fhall be in danger, if I prophefy aright, of fomething befides the being 


laught at. 

Hır. What befides ? 

Soc. That, if he happens to have a cane in his hand, unlefs I run away 
and efcape him, he will aim fome very ferious ftrokes at me. 

Hip. How fay you? What, is the man {fome mafter of yours then? for, 
otherwife, would he not be punifhed for the injury done you? Or, is there no 
juftice in your city? but the citizens are permitted to affault and beat one 
another injurioufly. 

Soc. By no means are they permitted to do any fuch thing. 

Hip. Will he not, therefore, be condemned to punifhment, as having beaten 
you injurioufly ? 

Soc. 1 fhould think he would not, Hippias; not having beaten me injuri- 
oufly if I had made him fuch an anfwer; but very defervedly, as it feems to me. 

Hip. It feems fo then to me, Socrates ; if you are of that opinion yourfelf, 

Soc. Shall I tell you, why, in my own opinion, I fhould have deferved a 
beating, if I had fo anfwered ?— Will you condemn me too without trying the 
caufe? or will you hear what I have to fay ? 

8 Hip. 
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Hip. It would bea hard cafe indeed, Socrates, fhould I deny you a hearing, 
But what have you to fay then? 

Soc. I will tell you; but in the fame way as I talked with you juft now, 
affuming his character, whilft you perfonate me. I fhall do this, to avoid 
treating you in your own perfon with fuch language as he will ufe in repri- 
manding me, with harfh and out-of-the-way terms. For I affure you that 
he will fay thus :—“ Tell me, Socrates; think you not that you deferve a 
beating, for having fung that pompous ftrain, fo foreign to the defign of 
the mufic; fpoiling thus the harmony, and wandering wide of the point 
propofed to you ?”—* How fo?’ I fhall afk him.— How ?"” he will reply : 
“can you not remember that I afked you concerning the beautiful itfelf, 
that which makes every thing beautiful, wherever it comes and imparts the 
virtue of its prefence ; whether it communicates it to {tone or wood, to man 
or God, to actions and manners, or to any part of fcience. Beauty itfelf, 
man, I afk you what it is: and I can no more beat into your head what 
I fay, than if you were a ftone lying by my fide, nay a mill-ftone too, with- 
out ears or brains.” Now, Hippias, would not you be angry with me, if I, 
frightened with this reprimand, fhould fay to him thus :—‘* Why, Hippias 
faid, this was the beautiful; and I afked him, juft as you afk me, what was 
beautiful to all perfons, and at all times.” — What fay you? will you not be 
angry if I tell him thus? 

Hır. That which I defcribed, Socrates, is beautiful, I am very pofitive, in 
the eyes of all men *. 

Soc. “ And always will it be fo?” he will fay: ‘ for the beautiful itfelf 
muft be always beautiful.” 

Hip. To be fure. 

Soc. “ And always was it fo in former times?” he will fay. 

Hip. It always was fo. 

Soc. ** What? and to Achilles too,” he will fay, “did the Elean 
ftranger affirm it was a beautiful and defirable thing to furvive his progeni- 
tors? and that it was the fame to his grandfather Æacus, and the reft 


> At the end of this fentence, in the Greek, are added the words xai doe. Thefe we have 
omitted to tranflate; on a prefumption that they were at firt but a marginal various reading of 
the words which foilow, xa: eorai, fpoken by Socrates. For the difference between real and 

apparent beauty falls not under confideration in this part of the argument.—5. 
3F 2 of 
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of thofe who were the progeny of the Gods? nay, that it was fo even to the 
Gods themtelves ?” 

Hır. What a fellow is this! Away with him ! ! Such queftions as thefe 
are profane, and improper to be afked, 

Soc. But is it not much more profane for any man, when thefe queftions 
are afked him, to anfwer in the affirmative, and to maintain fuch propofitions? 

Hip, Perhaps it is. 

Soc. ‘ Perhaps then you are this man,” will he fay, ‘* who affirm it to be a 
thing always, and to every perfon, beautiful and defirable, to be buried by his 
defcendents, and to bury his parents. Was not Hercules one of thefe very 
perfons? and thofe whom we juft now mentioned, are not they alfo to be 
included in the number ?” 

Hip. But I did not affirm it was fo to the Gods. 

Soc. Nor to the heroes, I prefume. 

Hip. Not to {uch as were children of the Gods. 

Soc. But to fuch only as were not fo. 

Hip. Right. 


Soc. Amongft the number of heroes then, it feems, according to your 
account, to Tantalus, and Dardanus, and Zethus, it would have been a fad 
thing, a horrible profanation of deity, to fuppofe it, and a fatal blow to their 
own honour; but to Pelops, and others born of men like him, it was a 
glorious thing, beautiful and defirable. 

Hip. So I think it to be. 


Soc. “ You think this then to be true, the contrary of which you main- 
tained juft now,” will he fay, “ that to furvive their anceftors, and to be buried 


* The Greek is, Baan’ es paxapizve Various explications of this proverb are given us by 
Timzus, (in Lexic. Platonic.) Hefychius, Suidas, and others. But to us none of them are fatis- 
factory. Erafmus, with his ufual acutenefs and fagacity, was the firit, fo far as we know, who 

ifcovered the moft probable origin of it: though with his ufual Socratic modefty he only fays, 
It feems to be fo; and after the accounts ufually given of it, offers his own, which is this: that 
the particular fpot of ground, where a great part of the Perfian forces perifhed in the battle of 
Marathon, a deep marfh in which they funk and were overwhelmed, being, as he obferves from 
Paufanias, called Mexapia, the Grecians ufed this proverbial fpeech by way of deteftation, when 
they curfed any man, “ Throw him into Macaria!” the place where our detefted enemies lie 
perifhed. See Erafm. Adag. chil. ii. cent. 1. n. 98. Schottus gives the fame interpretation, in 
the very words of Erafmus; but, like many other learned commentators, without acknowledging 
his author, Schol. in Zenobium, p. 42.—S. 
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by their defcendants, is, in fome cafes !, and to fome perfons °, a dishonour- 
able and a horrible thing: nay more, it feems not poffible that fuch a thing 
fhould be, or ever become, beautiful and detirable to all. So that this which 
you now hold to be the beautiful, happens to be in the fame cafe with thofe 
your former favourites, the maiden and the gold; fometimes it is beautiful, 
and fometimes otherwife : but a circumftance {till more ridiculous attends this; 
it is beautiful only to fome perfons, whilft to others it is quite the contrary. 
And not yet,” will he fay, “ not all this day long, are you able, Socrates, 
to anfwer the queftion which you were afked,— What the beautiful is.” In 
terms fuch as thefe will he reproach me juftly, fhould’1 anfwer him as you 
directed me. Much after the manner, Hippias, which I have now reprefented 
to you, proceed the converfations ufually held between the man andme. But 
now and then, as if in pity to my ignorance and want of learning, he pro- 
pofes to me himfelf fome particular matter of inquiry; and afks me whe- 
ther I think fuch or fuch a thing to be the beautiful ; or whatever elfe be the 
general fubje&t of the queftion which he has been pleafed to put to me, or 
upon which the converfation happens at that time to turn. 

Hır. How mean you, Socrates ? 

Soc. I will explain my meaning to you by an inftance in the prefent fub- 
ject. —“* Friend Socrates,” fays he, ‘ let us have done with difputing in this 
way: give me no more anfwers of this fort; for they are very filly, and 
eafily confuted. But confider now, whether the beautiful be fomething of 
this kind; fuch as in our difpute juft now we touched upon, when we faid 
that gold, where it was proper and becoming, was beautiful ; but otherwife, 
where it was improper and unbecoming: and that the beauty of all other things 
depended on the fame principle; that is, they were beautiful only where 
they were becoming. Now this very thing, the proper and becoming, 
effential propriety and decorum itfelf, fee whether this may not happen to 
be the beautiful.” Now, for my part, I am uted to give my affent, in fuch 
matters, to every thing propofed to me. For I find in myfelf nothing ta 
objet. But what think you of it? are you of opinion that the becoming is. 
the beautiful ? 

Hip. Entirely am I, Socrates, of that opinion.. 


3 Meaning the cafe of Achilles.—S. a That is, to the heroes.—S. 
Soa. 
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Soc. Let us confider it, however; for fear we fhould be guilty of fome 
miitake in this point. 

Hip. I agree we ought fo to do. 

Soc. Obferve then. That which we call the becoming, is it not either 
fomething whofe prefence, wherever it comes, gives all things a beautiful 
appearance ; or fomething which gives them the reality of beauty; or fome- 
thing which beftows both *, and caufes them not only to appear beautiful, 
but really fo to be? 

Hip. I think it muft be one or other of thefe. 

Soc. Whether of thefe then is the becoming? Is it that which only 
gives a beautiful appearance? as a man whofe body is of a deformed make, 
when he has put on clothes or fhoes which fit him, looks handfomer than he 
really is. Now, if the becoming caufes every thing to look handfomer than it 
really is, the becoming muft then be a kind of fraud or impofition with regard 
to beauty, and cannot be that which we are in fearch of, Hippias. For we 
were inquiring what that was by which all beautiful things are beautiful. 
As °, if we were afked what that was, by which all great things are great, 
we fhould anfwer, ‘ it was by furpaffing other things of the fame kind 3.” 
For thus it is, that all things are great: and though they may not all appear 
great to us, yet, in as much as they furpafs others, great of neceffity they muft 
be. So is it, we fay, with the beautiful; it muft be fomething by which 
things are beautiful, whether they appear to be fo or not. Now this cannot 
be the becoming: for the becoming caufes things to appear more beautiful 
than they really are, according to your account of it ; concealing the truth 


: A moft egregious and grofs blunder has corrupted the Greek text in this place; where we 
read ovdetepa: inftead of which we ought to read aupotepa: as will appear clearly in the courfe 
of the argument. Yet, grofs as the b'under is, all the tranflators have given into it.—S. 

2 Inthe Greek we read srep u mavta Ta utyara oti peyara, tw bmepexovrie Stephens in his 
Annotations fays, he had rather the word w was omitted. Parallel places might be found in Flato, 
to juftify in fome meafure the expreffion as it ftands. But were it neceflary to make any alter- 
ation, we fhould make no doubt of fuppofing the error lay in the laft words; nor fcruple to read 
them thus, zo uxepexov TI. For, in the fentence prefently after, where this fimilitude (as to the 
manner of defining) is applied, Plato ufes the fame way of exprefling himfelf, thus: uta dn gapev 
KGL TO KAMY, w MAAL nata egti,—TI av in.—S. 

3 Magnitude itfelf, as we have flown in the Notes on the Parmenides, is, according to Plato, 

he caufe of franfcendency to all things. —T. f 
O 
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of things, and not fuffering this ever to appear. But that which caufes 
them to be really beautiful, as I juft now faid, whether they appear to be fo 
or not, this it is our bufinefs to find out, and declare the nature of it: for this 
it is which is the fubje@ of our fearch, if we are fearching for the beautiful. 

Hip. But the becoming, Socrates, caufes things both to be, and to ap- 
pear beautiful, by virtue of its prefence. 

Soc. If fo, then it is impoffible for things really beautiful to appear other- 
wife; inafmuch as there is prefent with them the caufe of beautiful appear- 
ance. 

Hip. Admit it impoffible. 

Soc. Shall we admit this then, Hippias, that all laws, and rules of ation, 
manners, or behaviour, truly beautiful, are beautiful in common eftimation, 
and appear fo always to all men? Or fhall we not rather fay quite the re- 
verfe, that men are ignorant of their beauty, and that above all things thefe 
are the fubjects of controverfy and contention, not only private but public, 
not only between man and man, but between different communities and civil 
{tates *? 


* For a full explication of this paffage we refer our readers to Plato’s Firft Alcibiades, Vol. I. 
But more particularly we recommend to their perufal, upon this occafion, a converfation 
between Socrates and Hippias, related by Xenophon in his Memoirs of Socrates: becaufe it 
confirms the truth of many circumftances in this dialogue; and, in particular, not only proves that 
Plato drew the character of Hippias fuch as it really was, but that he attributed to Socrates thofe 
fentiments which were truly his. Xenophon introduces it thus, with his ufual fimplicity: 
& I remember Socrates upon a certain time holding difcourfe with Hippias of Elis concerning the 
rule or ftandard of right. The occafion of it was this: Hippias, on his arrival at Athens, where 
he had not been for a long time before, happened to meet Socrates, at a time when he was in 
conference with fome other perfons,” &c. The whole converfation is too long to be here in- 
ferted. But the following paffage in it agrees with and illuftrates this of Plato now before us. 
It follows a boaft made by Hippias, that concerning the rule, by which to judge of right and 
wrong, he had fome new things to deliver, which it was impoflible for Socrates or any other per- 
fon ever to controvert. Nn tny ‘Hpav, con, eya reysis ayabov eupyxevat, et Mavoovras uev of Ñixastai xa 
Ynpifouevos, mavcovtat Ò of morta: wept Tuy dixaiwy AVTIALYOVTES TE NAI AVTIÒIXOUVTEÇ NBI TTATIACOVTES, TAV- 
covrar Ò' al montis diaPepomevas nepi Tuy dixatwy xai morepousai. “By Juno (faid Socrates), the difcovery 
which you talk of having made, will be of great fervice to the world, if it will put an end to all 
diverfity of opinions amongft the judges concerning what is agreeable to juftice: if there fhal! be 
no more controverfies, nor fuits at law, nor fations among the citizens concerning what is right 
and what is wrong; nor any more differences or wars between the cities, occafioncd by thofe very 
gueftions.” Serp. Amoumu. BC. 3.—S. 

Hır. 
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Hır. Thus indeed rather, Socrates, that in thofe points men are ignorant 
of the beautiful. 

Soc. But this would not be the cafe if thofe beautiful things had the appear- 
ance of beauty, added to the reality: and this appearance would they have, 
if the becoming were the beautiful, and caufed things, as you fay it does, both 
to be and to appear beautiful, beftowing on them real and apparent beauty 
at the fame time. Hence it follows, that if the becoming fhould be that by 
which things are made truly beautiful, then the becoming muft be the beau- 
tiful which we are in fearch of, not that by which things are only made 
beautiful in appearance. But if the becoming fhould be that by which 
things are made beautiful only in appearance, it cannot be the beautiful 
which we are in fearch of; for this beftows the reality of beauty. Nor is 
it in the power of the fame thing to caufe the appearance and the reality, 
both, not only in the cafe of beauty, but neither in any other inftance what- 
ever. Let us choofe now, whether of thefe two we fhall take for the be- 
coming, that which caufes the appearance of beauty, or that which caufes 
the reality. 

Hip. The becoming, Socrates, I take it, muft be that which caufes the 
appearance. 

Soc. Fie upon it, Hippias! Our difcovery of the beautiful is fled away, 
and hath efcaped us. For the becoming has turned out to be a thing different 
from the beautiful. 

Hip. So it feems; and very unaccountably too. 

Soc. But however, my friend, we muft not give it up for loft. I have 
ftill fome hope left, that the nature of the beautiful may come forth into 
light, and fhow itlelf. 

Hır. With great clearnefs, Socrates, beyond doubt: for it is by no means 
difficult to find. Iam pofitive that, if I were to go afide for a little while, 
and confider by myfelf, I fhould defcribe it to you with an accuracy beyond 
that of any thing ever fo accurate. 

Soc. Ah! talk not, Hippias, in fo high a tone. You fee what trouble it 
has given us already ; and I fear left it fhould grow angry with us, and run 
away ftill further than before. But I talk idly : for you, I pretume, will eafily 
find it out, when you come to be alone. Yet, in tne name of the Gods, I 


conjure you, make the difcovery while l am with vou: and, if it be agree- 
able 
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able to you, admit me, as vou did before, your companion in the fearch, If 
we find it together, it will be beft of all: and, if we mifs it in this way of 
joint inquiry, I fhall be contented, I hope, with my difappointment, and you 
will depart and find better fuccefs without any difficulty. B-fides, if we now 
find it, I fhall not, you know, be troublefome afterwards, teafing you to tell 
me what was the event of that inquiry by yourfelf, and what was the great 
difcovery which you had made. Now therefore confider, if you think this 
to be the beautiful. I fay then, that it is. But pray obferve, and give me 
all your attention, for fcar I fhould fay any thing foolifh, or foreign to the 
purpofe. Let this then be in our account the beautiful, that which is ufeful. 
I was induced to think it might be fo by thefe confiderations. Beautiful, we 
fay, are eyes; not thofe which look as if they had not the faculty of fight; 
but fuch əs appear to have that faculty ftrong, and to be ufeful for the pure 
pofe of teeing. Do we not? 

Hip. We do. 

Soc. And the whole body alfo, do we not call it beautiful with a view to 
its utility; one for thé race, another for wreftling? So further, through all 
the animal kind, as a beautiful horfe, cock, and quail: in the fame manner 
all forts of domeftic utenfils, and all the conveniencies for carriage abroad, be 
they land vehicles, or fhips and barges for the fea ; inftruments of mufic like- 
wife, with the tools and inftruments fubfervient to the other arts: to thefe 
you may pleafe to add moral rules and laws. Every thing almoft of any of 
thefe kinds we call beautiful upon the fame account; refpecting the end for 
which it was born, or framed, or inftituted. In whatever way it be ufeful, 
to whatever purpofe, and upon whatever occafion ; agreeably to thefe cir- 
cumftances we pronounce it beautiful. But that which is in every refpe& ufe- 
lefs, we declare totally void of beauty. Are not you of this opinion, Hippias ? 

Hip. I am. 

Soc. We are right, therefore, now in faying, that above all things the 
ufeful proves to be the beautiful. 

Hie, Moft certainly right, Socrates. 

Soc. Now that which is able to operate or effeét any thing, is it not ufe- 
ful fo far as it has power, and is able? But that which is powerlefs and un- 
able, is it not ufelets ? 
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Hip. Without doubt. 

Soc. Power then is beautiful, and want of power is the contrary. 

Hir. Quite right. And many things there are, Socrates, which evince 
the truth of this conclufion: but particularly it holds good in politics. For 
the having ability in public affairs, and power in the {tate of which we are 
members, is of all things the moft beautiful: and want of fuch power, witha 
total defect of any fuch ability, has of all things the meanett afpedt. 

Soc. You fay well. In the name of the Gods then, Hippias, does it not 
follow from all this, that fkill and knowledge are of all things the moft 
beautiful, and want of them the contrary ? 

Hip. Ay, what think you of this, Socrates * ? 

Soc. Softly, my dear friend: for I am under fome fears about the reéti- 
tude of our prefent conclufions. 

Hip. What are you afraid of, Socrates? For the bufinefs of our inquiry 
is now in a fair way, and goes on as we could with. 

Soc. I would it were fo. But let you and I confider together upon this 
point. Could any man execute a work, of which he has neither knowledge 
nor any other kind of abilities for the performance ? 

Hip. By no means. For how fhould a man do that, for the doing of 
which he has no abilities? 7 

Soc. Thofe people then who do wrong, and who err in the execution of 
any thing, without erroneous or wrong intention, would they ever have 
done or executed things wrong, had they not been able to do or execute them 
in that manner? 

Hip. Clearly they would not. 

Soc. But the able are able through their abilities: for it is not inability 
which any way enables them. 

Hır. Certainly not. 

Soc. And all who do any thing are able to do what they do. 

Hip. True. 


z Hippias is much flattered, and highly elevated, by this whole defcription of the beautiful now 
drawn; prefuming himself interefted deeply in it, on account of his fuppofed political abilities, 
J:is various knowledge, and that fkill in arts, as well the mechanic as the polite, for which he is 


celebrated in the Leffer Hippias.—S. 
Soc, 
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Soc. And all men do many more wrong things than right; and commit 
errors from their infancy, without intending to do wrong, or to err. 

Hip. The fa& is fo. 

Soc. Well then: thofe abilities, and thofe means or inftruments, which 
help and are ufeful in the doing or executing any thing wrong, whether 
thall we fay they are beautiful? or are they not rather far from being fo? 

Yise. Far from it, in my opinion, Socrates. 

Soc. The able and ufeful, therefore, Hippias, in our opinion, it feems, no 
longer is the beautiful. 

Hip. Still it is fo, Socrates, if it has power to do what is right, or is ufe- 
ful to a good purpofe. 

Soc. That account is then rejected, that the able and ufeful fimply and 
abfolutely is the beautiful. But the thought, Hippias, which our mind la- 
boured with, and wanted to exprefs, was this, that the ufeful and able for 
the producing of any good, that is the beautiful. 

Hip. This indeed feems to be the cafe. 

Soc. But the thing thus defcribed is the profitable. Is it not ? 

Hip. It is. 

Soc. From hence then is derived the beauty of bodies, the beauty of moral 
precepts, of knowledge and wifdom, and of all thofe things juft now enume- 
rated ; they are beautiful, becaufe profitable. 

Hip. Evidently fo. 

Soc. The profitable, therefore, Hippias, fhould feem to be our beautiful, 

Hip. Beyond all doubt, Socrates. 

Soc. But the profitable is that which effeéts or produces good, 

Hip. True. 

Soc. And the efficient is no other thing than the caufe. Is it? 

Hip. Nothing elfe. 

Soc. The caufe of good, therefore, is the beautiful. 

Hır. Right. 

Soc. Now the caufe, Hippias, is a thing different from that which it 
caufes. . For the caufe can by no means be the caufe of itfelf. Confider it 
thus: Did not the caufe appear to be the efficient ? 

Hip. Clearly. 

3G 2 soc. 
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Soc. And by the efficient no other thing is effeéted than that which is 
produced or generated ; but this is not the efficient itfelf, 

Hip. You are in the right. 

Soc. Is not that then which is produced or generated one thing, and the 
efficient a thing different? 

Hip. It is. 

Soc. The caufe, therefore, is not the caufe of itfelf; but of that which 
is generated or produced by it. 

Hip. Without doubt. 

Soc. If the beautiful be then the caufe of good, good itfelf muft be pro- 
duced or generated by the beautiful. And for this reafon, it fhould feem, 
we cultivate and ftudy prudence, and every other fair virtue, becaufe their 
production and their iffue are well worth our ftudy and our care, as being good 
itfelf. Thus are we likely to find from our inquiries, that the beautiful, as. 
it ftands related to good, has the nature of a kind of father. 

Hip. The very cafe, Socrates. You are perfectly right in what you fay. 

Soc. Am I not right alfo in this, that neither is the father the fon, nor is 
the fon the father? 

Hip. Right in that alfo. 

Sec. Nor is the caufe the production, nor the produétion, on the other 
hand, the caufe. 

Hip. Very right. 

Soc. By Jupiter then, my friend, neither is the beautiful good, nor is the 
good beautiful. Do you think it is poffible it fhould be fo? Is it confiftent 
with what we have faid, and are agreed in? 

Hip. By Jupiter, I think not. 

Soc. Would this opinion pleafe us then, and fhould we choofe to abide by: 
it, that the beautiful is not good, nor the good beautiful? 

Hır. By Jupiter, no; it would not pleafe me at all. 

Soc. Well faid", by Jupiter, Hippias: and me it pleafes the leaft of 

any 


2 As the fubje& of this dialogue is, as we have obferved in the Introduétion to it, the beauty 
which fubfifts in foul, and as fuch beauty is confubfiftent with the good which alfo fubfifts in the 


foul, hence it follows, that every thing which is beautiful in the foul ıs good, and every thing 
there 
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any of thofe defcriptions or accounts which we have hitherto given of the 
beautiful. 

Hır. So I perceive. 

Soc. That definition of it, therefore, which we thought juft now the moft 
excellent of all, that the profitable, the ufeful and able to produce fome good 
or other, was that beautiful, is in danger of lofing all its credit with us; and 
of appearing, if poffible, more ridiculous than our former accounts of it, 
where we reckoned the maiden to be the beautiful, or any other particular 
whofe defeét we have before difcovered. 

Hip. It feems fo, indeed. 

Soc. And for my own part, Hippias, I fee no way where to turn myfelf 
any more, but am abfolutely at a lofs. Have you any thing to fay? 

Hip. Not at prefent. But, as I faid juft now, after a little confidering 
I am certain I fhall find it out. 

Soc. But I fear, fo extreme is my defire of knowing it, that I fhall not 
be able to wait your time. Befides, I have juft met with, as I imagine, a 
fair kind of opening to the difcovery. For confider that which gives us 
delight and joy, (I {peak not of all kinds of pleafure, but of that only which 
arifes in us through the hearing and the fight,) whether we fhould not call 
this the beautiful. And how, indeed, could we difpute it'? feeing that 
it is the beautiful of our own fpecies, Hippias, with the fight of whom we 
are fo delighted: that we take pleafure in viewing all beautiful works of 
the loom or needle; and whatever is well painted, carved, or moulded. 
It is the fame with the hearing: for well-meafured founds and all mufical 
harmony, the beauties of profaic compofition alfo, with pretty fables and 
well-framed ftories, have the like effe&t upon us, to be agreeable, to be 


there which is good is beautiful. This reciprocation, however, does not take place between the 
good, the ineffable principle of things, and the beautiful itfelf, the fource of every kind of beauty : 
for the former is fupereffential, but the latter is an intelligible idea. See the fixth book of the Re- 
public, and p. §16 of the Additional Notes on the Firft Alcibiades. The affertion of Mr. Syden- 
ham, therefore, in his note on this part, is very erroneous, “ that, according to Socrates and 
Plato, the fovereign beauty is the fource of all good” —T. 

2 In the Greek we read thus, Tws ti ap’ av ayavtousda; But, fince we know of no precedent 
in Plato for the ufe of two interrogatives in this manner, that is, without the conjunétion n (>r) 
between them; we fuppofe it ought to be read either Mus TAP av ayonigopsla; or IPOS ts TAP 
w. T. A. “* To what purpofe fhould we contend about it ?”—S. 
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delightful, and to charm. Were we to give, therefore, that petulant and 
faucy fellow this anfwer—‘ Noble fir, the beautiful is that which gives us 
, pleafure through the hearing, and through the fight,” do you think we fhould 
not reftrain his iniolence? 

Hip. For my part, Socrates, I think the nature of the beautiful now truly 
well explained. 

Soc. But what thall we fay of the beauty of manners, and of laws, 
Hippias? Shall we fay it gives us pleafure through the hearing, or through 
the fight ? or is it to be ranked under fome other kind? 

Hır. Perhaps the man may not think of this. 

Soc. By the Dog, Hippias, but that man would, of whom I ftand in awe 
the moft of all men; and before whom I fhould be moft athamed if I trifled, 
and pretended to utter fomething of great importance, when in reality I 
talked idly, and fpoke nothing to the purpofe. 

Hir. Who is he? 

Soc. Socrates, the fon of Sophronifcus; who would no more fuffer me to 
throw out fuch random fpeeches, or fo readily decide on points which T had 
not thoroughly fifted, than he would allow me to talk of things which I am 
ignorant of, as if I knew them. 

Hir. Why, really, I muft own, that to me myéfelf, fince you have ftarted 
the obfervation, the beauty of laws feems referable to another kind. 

Soc. Softly, Hippias. For, though we have fallen into freth difficulties, 
equal to our former ones, about the nature of the beautiful, we are in a fair 
way, I think, of extricatinz ourfelves out cf them. 

Hır. How fo, Socrates ? 

Soc. I will tell you how the matter appears to me: whether or no there 
be any thing material in what I fay, you will confider. The beautv then of 
laws and of manners, I imagine, may poffibly be found not aitogether abs- 
tracted from that kind of fenfation which arifes in the foul through the 
fentes of hearing and of fight. But let us abide awhile by this definition, 
chat ‘ what gives us pleafure through thefc fenfes is the beautiful,” with- 
out bringing the beauty of laws the leatt into queftion. Suppofe then, that 
ei her the man of whom I am {peaking, or any cther, fhould interrogate us 
eter ths manner: “ For what reafon, Hippias and Socrates, have you 
feparaced from the pleafant in general that {pecies of it in which you fay 

confifts 
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confifts the beautiful; denying the character of beautiful to thofe fpecies of 
pleafure which belong to the other fenfes, to the pleafures of tafte, the joys of 
Venus, and all others of the fame clafs? Do you refufe them the charaéter 
of pleafant alfo, and maintain that no plcafure neither is to be found in thefe 
fenfations, or in any thing befide {ceing and hearing ?”” Now, Hippias, what 
fhall we fay to this? 

Hır. By all means, Socrates, we muft allow pleafure to be found alfo im 
thefe fenfations; a pleafure very exquifite. 

Soc. ‘ Since thefe fenfations then afford pleafure,” will he fay, no lef 
than thofe others, why do you deprive them of the name of beautiful, and rob 
them of their proper fhare of beauty £ ?”?” “ Becaute there is no one who would 
not laugh at us,” we fhall anfwer, ‘‘ were we to call eating a beautiful thing, 
inftead of a pleafant; or the fmelling {weet odours, were we to fay, not that 
it was pleafant, but that it was beautiful. Above all, in amorous enjov- 
ments, all the world would contend, there was the higheft degree of the 
{weet and pleafant ; but that whoever was engaged in them fhould take care 
not to be feen, the act of love being far from agrceable to the fight, or beau- 
tiful.” Now, Hippias, when we have thus an{wered, he may reply, per- 
haps, in this manner :—“ I apprehend perfeétly well the reafon why vou 
have always been afhamed to call thefe pleafures beautiful ; it is becaufe they 
feem not foto men. But the queftion which I afked you was not, What 
feemed beautiful to the multitude ;. but, What was fo in reality.” Then 
fall we anfwer, I prefume, only by repeating our laft hypothetis, thas 
« we ourtelves give the name of beautiful to that part only of the pleafant 
which arifeth in us by means of our fight and hearing.” But have you any. 
thing to fay which may be of fervice to our argument? Shall we anfwer 
aught befides, Hippias ? 

Hır. To what he has faid, Socrates, it is unneceffary to make any fur- 
ther anfwer.. 

Soc. “ Very well now,” will he fay. “If the pleafant then, arifing through 
the fight and hearing, be the beautiful, whatever portion of the pleafant hap- 


? This fentence is ill pointed by H. Stephens in two places: in the firft of which, at leaft, we 
think it was done with defign; fo as to give us this conftru€tion:—“ What? Do you deprive,” 
&c.. That learned editor was fond of doing the fame in many other fentences ; and particularly, 
in one, a little before this, he has in the margin propofed the like alteration—S, 
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pens not to be this, it is clear it cannot be the beautiful.” Shall we admit 
this? 


Hie. Certainly. 


Soc. “ Is that portion of the pleafant then,” he will fay, “ which arifes 
through the tight, the fame with that which arifes through the fight and 
hearing ? Or is that which arifes through the hearing, the fame with that 
which arifes through the hearing and the fight?” * That which arifeth in 
us through either of thofe fenfes alone, and not through the other,” we fhall 
aniwer, “is by no means the fame with that which arifes through them both. 
For this feems to be the import of your queftion. But our meaning was, 
that each of thefe fpecies of the pleafant was, by itfelf feparately, the beau- 


tiful; and that they were alfo, both of them together, the fame beautiful.” 
Should we not anfwer fo? 


Hie. By all means. 

Sec. “ Does any fpecies of the pleafant then,” he will fay, ‘ differ from 
any other, whatever it be, fo far as it is pleafant? Obferve; I afk you not if 
one pleafure is greater or lefs than another, or whether it is more or lefs a 
pleafure: but whether there is any difference between the pleafures in this 
refpect, that one of them is pleafure, the other not pleafure.”’ In our opi- 
nion there is no difference between them, of this kind. Is there any? 

Hip. [ agree with you, there is not any. 

Soc. “ For fome other reafon, therefore,” he will fay it is, ‘ than becaufe 
they are pleafures, that you have feleéted thefe fpecies of pleafure from the 
reit, and given them the preference. You have difcerned that there is 
fomething or other in them by which they differ from the reft; with a view 
to which difference you diftinguifh them by the epithet of beautiful. Now 
the pleafure which arifeth in us through the fente of feeing, deriveth not its 
beauty from any thing peculiarly belonging to that fenfe '. For, if this were 
the caufe of its being beautiful, that other pleafure which arifes through the 
hearing never would be beautiful, as not partaking of that which is peculiar 
to the fenfe of feeing.”” ‘ You are in the right,” fhall we fay? 

Hip. We will. 


1 That is, not from colour, or from figure; but from the due degree and proper difpofition of 
the colours; or from the juft fize, fit arrangement and proport:vu of the parts; in a wurd, from 
meature, harmony, and order.—S. 

Soc. 
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Soc. “So neither, on the other hand, does the pleafure produced in us 
through the fenfe of hearing derive its beauty from any circumftance which 
peculiarly attends the hearing *. For, in that cafe, the pleafure produced 
through feeing would not be beautiful, as not partaking of that which is 
peculiar to the tenfe of hearmg °.” Shall we allow, Hippias, that the man 
is in the right when he fays this ? 

Hip. Alow it. 

Soc. “ But both thefe pleafures now are beautiful, you f:."" For fo we 
fay: do we not? 

Hip. We do. 

Soc. * [here is fomething in them, therefore, the fame in both, to which 
they owe their beauty, a beauty common to them both. Tuere is tume- 
thing, I fay, which they have belonging to them both in common, and alfo 
in particular to each. For otherwife they would not, both and each of them, 
be beautiful.” Anfwer now, as if you were {peaking to him. 

Hır. I anfwer then, that, in my opinion 3, you give a true account of 


the matter. 
Soc. Should there be any circumftance, therefore, attending on both thefe 


pleafures of the fight and hearing taken together; yet if the fame circum- 


1 That is, not from found, but from its juft degree and proper tone; from the concord of 
founds and their orderly fucceflion ; from thofe numbers and proportions by which found is meas 
fured.—S. 

2 ‘Fhe Greek of this paffage is thus printed, ovxouy ers ye 3)’ axons H3om. So, in the fpeech of 
Socrates, immediately preceding, where the reafoning is the fame, only the terms inverted, we 
read ovxouy ert ye dv’ oews horn. In both paffages the fenfe is thus very lame. Stephens propofes 
this reading, ovxouv cots ye x. T. A. which is found, he fays, in fome old manufcript. But the fenfe 
is very little amended by this alteration. Cornarius, whether from that manufcript in the Haffen. 
ftein library which he was favoured with the ufe of, or from his own fagacity, has recovered a 
part, at leaft, of the true reading; thus, ovx cuca eti ye x. T. à. For, that we ought to read ovx o-ca, 
there van be no doubt; the argumentation fhows it fufhciently: but this amendment may, 
we imagine, be improved by reading ovx ovca hye di’ axons (and in the former pailage ù’ of ews) 
ndom.—S. 

3 In the edition of Plato by Stephens we read the Greek of this paffige thus, eue: Jonet exsiv, de 
Asya; and by a marginal note we find, that it was fo printed by defign. But the e litions of Aldus 
and of Walder give us the Jalt word, acyeis, which is certainly right: for, in reading aeyet, Hippias 
is made to fpeak of the man, not Zo him, contrary to the intention of Plato expreifed in the pre- 
ceding fentence —S, 
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ftance attend not on each taken feparately; or fhould any attend on each 
feparately ", yet not on both together; they cannot derive their beauty from 
this circumftance, 

Hip. How is it poffible, Socrates, that any circumftance whatever, which 
attends on neither of them, fhould ever attend on both? 

Soc. Do you think this impoffible? 

Hip, I muft be quite ignorant, I own, in things of this fort; as I am quite 
unufed to fuch kind of difputes. 

Soc. You jeft, Hippias. But I am in danger, perhaps, of fancying that I 
fee fomething, fo circumftanced, as you aver to be impoffible. 

Hip. You are in no danger of any fuch fancy, Socrates; but are pleafed to 
look afquint purpofely: that is all. 

Soc. Many things, I affure you, of that kind appear to me very evident. 
But I give no credit to them ; becaufe they are not evident to you, who have 
raifed a larger fortune than any man living, by the profeffion of philofophy ; 
and becaufe they appear only to me, who have never in that way earned a 
farthing. I have fome fufpicion, however, that poffibly you are not in earneft 
with me, but defign to impofe upon me: fo many things of that kind do I 
perceive fo plainly. 

Hır. No one will know better than yourfelf, Socrates, whether I am in 
earneft with you or not, if you will but begin and tell me, what thofe things 
are which you perceive fo plainly, You will foon fee that you talk idly. For 
you will never find a circumftance attending us both together, which attends 
feparately neither you nor me. 

Soc. How fay you, Hippias? But perhaps you have reafon on your fide, 
and I may not apprehend it. Let me, therefore, explain to you my meaning 
more diftinétly, To me then it appears, that fome circumftance of being, 
` which attends not my individual perfon, nor yours, fomething which belongs 
neither to me, nor to you, may yet poffibly belong to both of us, and attend 
both our perfons taken together : and, on the other hand *, that certain cir- 
cumftances 


‘ 


1 In the Greek text, after this firft part of the fentence, Ei apa Ti avtat ai dovas auporepas werrov- 
basiw, ixatepa de un, there is a manifeft omiffion of the following words, ii éxatepa pev, auPorepas de 
yn, as will appear afterwards, where Socrates refers to this very fentence.—S. 

* The Greek of this paffage is thus printed : izepa 2” av, & auporepor memovbausy twat, TauTa ovòe- 
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cumftances of being, not attending us both taken together, may attend each 
of our feparate and fingle perfons. 


Hip. Youtell me of prodigies ftill greater, I think, now ', Socrates, than 
thofe which you told me of juft before. For confider : if both of us are honeft, 
man, muft not each of us be honeft? or, f{uppofing each of us dithoneft, muft 
we not both be fo? If both are found and well, is not each alfo? Or, fhould 
each of us now be tired of any thing *, or come off ill in fome combat be- 
tween us, or be amazed and confounded, or be affeéted any other way, 
would not both of us be in the fame plight? To go further: in cafe that 
we had, both of us, images of ourfelves made of gold, or filver, or ivory; or 
that both of us, if you will give me leave to fay it; were generous, or wifes 
or honourable; did both of us happen to be old or young; or to be poffeffed 
of any other human quality ; or to be in any condition whatever incident to 
human life ; muft not each of us be, of abfolute neceffity, that very fame 
kind of man, and in thofe very fame circumftances ? 

Soc. Beyond all doubt. 

Hip. But you, Socrates, with your companions and fellow difputants; 
confider not things univerfally, or in the whole. Thus you take the beau- 


TEpov evar hwv. By which the fenfe of this part of the fentence is made exactly the fame with 
that of the former part. But the words irepa 3” av plainly indicate, that fomething different is 
intended. And what this precifely is, will appear in the beginning of page 421 ; where this fen- 
tence of Socrates is repeated in other words, and ridiculed by Hippias. In conformity with 
which undoubted meaning of this paflage, we are obliged to make an alteration here in the Greek 
text, and to read it thus, trepa J av, & MH apPorspo: tremovdauey svat, Tavra "EKATEPON ewa! 
nyLwv.——S. 

* Inftead of av, we prefume that we ought here to read wy, as oppofed to omyov xporepoy at the 
end of the fentence.—S. 

* Whoever has any tafte for humour cannot fail of obferving the drollery with which Hippias 
is here made to confefs in what condition he finds himfelf; tired of the converfation upon a fub- 
ject, the tendency of which he is ignorant of, confuted over and over, and at length quite puz- 
zled with a feeming paradox. His fly infinuation alfo here, that Socrates was in the fame condition 
with himfelf; and his other, juft before, that Socrates reafoned unfairly, like himfelf and his bro- 
ther fophifts ; thefe ftrokes of humour will be obvious to all who are acquainted with Plato’s artful 
and humorous way of writing. But thofe who have a delicacy of tafte to difcern the feveral 
kinds of humour, will have an additional pleafure in diftinguifhing the coarfe farcafms and buf- 
foon manner of Hippias, both in this fpeech and before in page 402, from the genteel and fine 
raillery always ufed by Socrates.—S. 
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tiful and chop it into pieces: and every thing in nature, which happens to 
be the fubjeét of your difcourfe, you ferve in the fame manner, fplitting and 
dividing it*. Hence you are unacquainted with the greatnefs of things’, 

with 


* It was the manner of Socrates in converfation, whatever was the fubjeét of it, to afcend to 
the confideration of the thing in general; to divide it into its feveral fpecies ; and to diflinguifh 
each fpecies from the reft by fome peculiar chara€ter, in order to come at the definite and precife 
nature of the very thing in queftion.—S. 

* All thitgs in nature, diftinguithed into their feveral kinds, general and fpecific, are, according 
to the Platonic doctrine, the unfolding of univerial form and beauty. That this principle, which 
every where bounds every part of nature, may appear in a brighter light ; that oppofite principle, 
infinitude or the infinite, is here exhibited to view: and amongít the various reprefentations 
given of it by the antient phyfiologifts, that of Anaxagoras is fingled out from the reft; probably 
for this reafon, becaufe it affords the ftrongeft contraft: the infinite, according to his doétrine, 
being, if the expreffion may be allowed us, infinite the moft of all; or, as Simplicius ftyles it, 
a7epaxis anspor, infinitely infinite. A fummary account of which may be neceffary to a full com- 
prehenfion of the paffage before us.—Down to the time of Anaxagoras, all the philofophers 
agreed in the doctrine of one infinite, material, principle of things. This was held by Pythagoras 

‘and his followers to be nothing elfe than a common fubjeét-matter of the four elements, or 
primary. forms of nature: from the various combinations of which four, in various proportions, 
are made all other natural bodies. By the difciples of Anaximander it was fuppofed to have 

form, though indiftiné&t and indeterminate; out of which all contrarieties arofe through fepara- 

‘tion. Others imagined the infinite to have fome determinate and diftiné&t form: and thefe again 
were d.vided. For fome, at the head of whom was Thales, thought it a watery fluid, or moifture, 

replete with the feeds of all things; every thing being produced from fome feminal principle by 

evolution and dilatation, through the aétion of the moift fluid. In the opinion of others, of Anaxi- 

menes and his fchool, it was a kind of air; from the rarefa€tion and condenfation of which were 

produced other great and uniform kinds of body throughout the univerfe, by mixture making the 

Jeffer the, compofite. Such were the moft antient accounts of the material caufe of things, and 

their origin out of the one infinite. But Anaxagoras ftruck out a new road to the knowledge of 

nature. t or, denying the origin of things from any infinite one, whether determinate or indeter- 

minate, fcrmed or unfo:med ; denying the exiftence of any primary or elementary bodies; deny- 

ing all effential change in nature, even any alteration in any thing, except fuch as arofe from 

Iccal motion, or the fhifting of parts from one body to another ; he taught, that the corpufcula, 

or component parts of things, were always what they are at prefent: for that the forms of nature, 
inaumerab.e in their kinds, were compofed of fimilar and homogeneous parts. Further he taught 

that each of thefe minute bodies, though homogenecus with that whole of which it was a part, 

was itfelf compofed of parts diffimilar and heterogeneous, infinite in number; there being no 

bounds in nature to minutenefs: that thefe heterogeneous bodies, infinitely minute, were of all 

k.nds; fo that all things, in fome meafure, were together every where; and each of thofe cor- 

pufcula, apparently fo uniform, contained all the various principles of things; that the predo- 
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with bodies of infinite magnitude, through the natural continuity of being, 
And now fo much are you a ftranger to the vaftnefs of this view of the 
univerfe, as to imagine that any thing, whether being or circumftance of 
being, can poffibly belong to both thote pleafures which we are {peaking of, 
taken together, yet not belong to each of them; or, on the other hand, 
may belong to each, without belonging to both. So void of thought and 


minance of fome one of thefe principles, that is, the quantity of it exceeding that of the reft, 
conftituted the nature of each minute body ; fitting it alfo for union with bodies homogeneous to 
it, that is, with other bodies, where the fame principle was predominant : that, all things being in 
perpetual motion, which firft began, and is continued on by aétive mind, difpofing all things; 
the predominance of each principle was continually fluctuating and changing ; the deftru€tion of 
the prefent predominance was the diffolution of each temporary boing; and a new predominance, 
that of fome other principle, was the generation of what we call a new being. ` Fur initance ; 
whereas every drop of water contains aërial particles within it; as foon as thefe begin to predo- 
minate in any watery drop, it rifes in air; and, receiving there an increafe of the aérial principle, 
by degrees becomes united to the air. So, air refines into fire, and thickens into water, throuzh 
the overpowering of the one or the other of thefe neighbour principles, with which it ever had 
maintained a fecret correfpondence. So the earthy particles, accumulated in the water, produce 
mud, by degrees hardening into earth; thence into various mineral bodies, ftones, and metals, 
according to the kind of earth predominant in each place through motion. ‘Thefe again crumble 
into common earth: from which all the various vegetable beings arife in like manner, nourithed 
and increafed by the accumulation of particles homogeneous; and into which they fall, and are 
diffolved again, through the decay and diminution of thofe particles, whofe fuperior number and 
ftrength to refit others of a different kind had before conftituted the being. In the fame manner 
all the parts of animals, whether mufcular, membranous, bony, or any other, receive nourifhment, 
or admit decay, by addition or fubtraét:ion of homogeneous particles. It will be eafy for a 
thinking mind to purfue nature acting in this method, according to Anaxagoras, through all 
things. The principles of things are thus made infinite, not only in number and minutenefs ; but 
there being alfo a continuity of xoopepeian or homogeneous particles, agn cuvexsouerai, through 
the univerfe, every opoiopepia, that is, every kind of things, is a natural body, infinite in magnitude, 
and infinitely divifible into fuch parts as are wholly agreeing in their kind. Simplicius, in his 
commentary on the Phyfics of Ariftotle, to which ineflimable magazine of antient phyfiology we 
are indebted for the chief part of this note, draws the fame conclufion: his words are thefe: ex tw» 
sipnytvov MpPOXEIPOV TUVVOEW, OTs ‘Es TAV EX TAVTOS EXMPIVETGL, KAI MAYTE EY FACY ETTIV, CU LOVOY TO WAV RARE 
xai Exactov, ov Tw TAnbe povov ada xai Tw peyel, ansipaxis ameipoy erai. “From the account now 
given it is eafy to conceive, that if every thing is made out of every thing by feparation, and all 
things are in all, not only the univerfe, but every kind of things therein, is infinitely infinite, not 
only in the number of its parts, but alfo in magnitude.” See Ariftot. Phyfic. l. i. c. 4. and 1. iii. 
c. 4e Simplic. Com. fol. 6, and 105. b. 106. a.—S. 
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confideration, fo fimple, and fo narrow-minded are you and your compa- 
Rions. 

Soc. Such is the lot of our condition, Hippias. It is not what a man 
will, fays the common proverb, but what he can. However, you are always 
kind in affifting us with your inftru€tions. For but juft now, before you 
had taught me better, how fimple my mind was, and how narrow my way 
of thinking, 1 fhall give you ftill a plainer proof, by telling you what were 
my thoughts upon the prefent fubject :—if you will give me leave. 

Hip. You will tell them to one who knows them already, Socrates. 
For I am well acquainted with the different ways of thinking, and know 
the minds of all who philofophize. Notwithftanding, if it will give plea- 
fure to yourfelf, you may tell me. 

Soc. To me, I confefs, it will, You muft know then, my friend, that I 
was fo foolifh, till I had received from you better information, as to imagine 
of myfelf and you, that each of us was one perfon ; and that this, which each 
of us was, both of us were not, as not being one, but two perfons.—Such a 
fimpleton was 1!—But from you have I now learnt, that if both of us are 
two perfons, each of us alfo by neceflity is two; and that, if each of us be 
but one, it follows by the fame neceffity, that both of us are no more, For, 
by reafon of the continuity of being, according to Hippias, it is impoffible 
it fhould be otherwife ; each of us being of neceflity whatever both of us 
are, and both whatever each *. And now, perfuaded by you to believe thefe 
things, here I fit me down and reft contented. But firft inform me, Hip- 
pias, whether we are one perfon, you and I together; or whether you are 
two perfons, and I two perfons. 

Hip. What mean you, Socrates? 

Soc. The very thing which I fay. For I am afraid of entering-with you 
into a further difcuffion of the fubject, becaufe you fall into a paffion 
with me, whenever you fay any thing which you take to be important. 


3 The words of Anaxagoras, as cited by Simplicius, pag. 106. b. really favour fuch a conclufion. 
For he exprefsly fays, that his fyftem of the continuity of being included ta man xai Tas ite g, every 
thing which any being had, or fuffered: that is, in fcholaftic language, all the properties and 
accidents of being; or, in common fpeech, the condition and circumftances of things; which, as 
dae tells us, infeparably follow and attend their feveral natures.—S. 


To 
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To venture for once, however; tell me—Is not each of us one? and is not 
the being one a circumitance attendant upon our being? 

Hip. Without doubt. 

Soc. If each of us then be one, each of us muft be alfo odd. Or think 
you that one is not an odd number? 

Hip. I think it is. 

Soc. Are we odd both together then, notwithftanding that we are two? 

Hır. That is abfurd, Socrates. 

Soc. But both together, we are even. Is it not fo? 

Hip. Certainly. 

Soc. Now, becaufe both of us together we are even, does it follow from 
thence that each of us fingly too is even? 

Hır. Certainly not. 

Soc. There is not, therefore, fuch an abfolute neceffity, as you faid juft 
now there was, that, whatever both of us were, each fhould be the fame; 
and that, whatever each of us was, the fame muft we be both. 

Hip. Not in fuch cafes as thefe, I acknowledge; but ftill it holds true in 
fuch as I enumerated before. 

Soc. That fuffices, Hippias. I am contented with this acknowledgment, 
that it appears to be fo in fome cafes, but in others otherwife. For, if you 
remember from whence the prefent difpute arofe, I faid, that the pleafures 
of fight and hearing could not derive their beauty from any circumftance 
which attended on each, yet not on both; neither from any which attended 
on both, yet not on each: but that the beauty of them was derived from 
fomething which they had belonging to both of them in common, and in 
particular to each. And this I faid, becaufe you had admitted the beauty of 
them both together, and of each feparately. From which I drew this con- 
fequence, that they were indebted for their beauty to fome being, whofe 
prefence ftill followed and attended on them both; and not to fuch as fell 
fhort of either. And I continue {till in the fame mind. But anfwer me, as 
if we were now beginning this laft inquiry afrefh, Pleafure through the 
fight and pleafure through the hearing, then, being fuppofed beautiful, both 
of them and each; tell me, does not the caufe of their beauty follow 
and attend on both of them taken together, and upon each alfo confidered 


feparate ? 
Hır. 
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Hrp. Without doubt. 

Soc. Is it then becaufe they are pleafures, both and each of them, that 
they are beautiful? Or, if this were the caufe, would not the pleafures of 
the other fenfes be beautiful, as well as thefe? For it appeared that they 
were pleafures as well as thefe :—if you remember. 

Hie. I remember it well. 

Soc. But becaufe thefe pleafures arife in us through fight and hearing, 
this we affigned for the caute of their being beautiful. 

Hip. It was fo determined. 

Soc. Obferve now, whether I am right or not: for, as well as I can 
remember, we agreed that the pleafant was the beautiful; not the pleafant 
in general, but thofe fpecies of it only which are p,oduced through fight 
and hearing. 

Hip, It is true. 

Soc. Does not this circumftance then attend on both thefe pleafures taken 
together? and is it not wanting to each of them alone? For by no means is 
either of them alone, as was faid before, produced through both thofe fenfes, 
Both of them are indeed through both, but not fo is each. Is this true? 

Hır. It is. 

Soc. They are not beautiful, therefore, either of them, from any cir- 
cumftance which attends on either by itfelf. For we cannot argue from 
either to both; nor, from what each is feparately, infer what they both are 
jointly, So that we may affert the joint beauty of both thetfe pleafures, 
according to our prefent hypothefis of the beautiful: but this hypothefis 
will not fupport us in afferting any beauty feparate in either. Or how fay 
we? Is it not of neceffity 1o? 

Hip. So it appears. 

Soc. Sav we then that both are beautiful, but deny that each is fo? 

Hip. What reafon is there to the contrary? 

Soc. This reafon, my friend, as it feems to me; becaufe we had fuppofed 
certain circumftances attendant vpon things with this condition, that, if 
they appertained to any two things, both together, they appertained at the 
fame time to each; and, if they appertained to each, that they appertained 
allo to both. OF this kind are all fuch circumftances and attendants of 


things as were enumerated by you. Are they not? 
Hip, 
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Hır. They are. 

Soc. But fuch circumftances or appendages of being, as thofe related by 
me, are otherwife: and of this kind are the being each, and the being both, 
Have not I tated the cafe richtly ? 

Hır. You have. 

Soc. Under which kind then, Hippias, do you rank the beautiful? Do 
you rank it among thofe mentioned by yourfelf? as when you inferred that 
if I was well and hearty, and you well and hearty, then both of us were 
well and hearty: or, if I was honeft and you honeft, then both of us were 
honeft : or, if we both were fo, it followed that fo was each of us. Does the 
fame kind of inference hold true in this cafe? If I am beautiful, and you 
are beautiful, then both of us are beautiful; and if both of us, then each. 
Or is there no reafon why it fhould not here be as it is in numbers *? two 
of which, taken together, may be even; though each feparately is perhaps 
odd, perhaps even: or, as it is in magnitudes ° ; where two of them, though 
each is incommenturable with fome third, yet both together may perhaps 
be commenfurable with it, perhaps incommenfurable. A thoufand fuch 
other things there are, which I perceived, as I faid, with great clearnefs. 
Now, to whether of thefe two orders of being do you refer the beautiful ? 
Does the proper rank of it appear as evident to you as it does to me? For 
to me it appears highly abfurd, to fuppofe both of us beautiful, yet each of 
us not fo; or each of us beautiful, yet not fo both; no lefs abfurd, than it 
is to fuppofe the fame kind of difference between the natures of both and 


* For inftance; the two odd numbers, feven and three, together make the even number, ten: 
and the two even numbers, fix and four, make the very fame number.—S. 

2 For inftance; let there be fuppofed a line ten inches in length, meafured by whole inches : 
a line of three inches 3, and another line of two inches +, are each of them incommenfurable 
with the firft given line; becaufe neither of them can be meafured completely by any line fo long 
asa whole inch: yet both together making fix inches, they are commenfurable with the line of 
ten inches, by the inch-meafure.— It is the fame with the powers of two lines. The power of 
either may be incommenfurable with that of the other, and alfo with fome given magnitude: yet 
the power arifing from both may be commenturable with that third magnitude. See Euclid. 
Elem. lib. x. prop. 35.—To the prefent purpofe alfo is applicable the following theorem. The 
diameter of a {quare is demonftrated by Euclid (Elem. x. 97.) to be incommenfurable with its 
fde : and confequently fo is a line twice as long as the diameter. Yet the rectangular {pace 
comprehended by that diameter and by a line of twice its length, is equal to a fquare, whofe fide 
ss commenfurable with the fide of the given {quare.—S. 
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each in any of the cafes put by you. Do you agree with me then in rank. 
ing the beautiful among thefe, or do you refer it to the oppofite clafs of 
things? 

Hip. I entirely agree with you, Socrates. 

Soc. You do well, Hippias: becaufe we fhall thus be freed from any 
further inquiry upon this article. For, if the beautiful be in that clafs of 
things where we agree to place it, the pleafant then, which arifes in us 
through fight and hearing, can no longer be fuppofed the beautiful. Becaufe 
that which comes through both thofe fenfes jointly, may make the pleafures 
which arife from thence beautiful indeed both taken together; but cannot 
make either of them fo, confidered as feparate from the other. But that 
the beautiful fhou!d have fuch an effeét, or communicate itfelf in this manner, 
is abfurd to fuppofe ; as you and I have agreed, Hippias. 

Hip. We agreed it was fo, 1 own. 

Soc. It is impoffible, therefore, that the pleafant, arifing in us through 
fight and hearing, fhould be the beautiful; becaufe from this hypothefis an 
abfurdity would follow. 

Hır. You have reafon on your fide. 

Soc. “ Begin again then, and tell me,” will he fay, ‘“ for you have miffed 
it now, what is that beautiful, the affociate of both thefe pleafures, for the 
fake of which you give them the preference to all others, by honouring 
them with the name of beautiful?’ It appears to me, Hippias, neceflary 
for us to anfwer thus; that “ thefe are of all pleafures the moft innocent 
and good, as well both of them taken together, as each taken fingly 1.” Or 
can you tell me of any circumftance befide, in which they differ from other 
pleafures ? 

Hip. I know of none befide: for they are indeed the beft of all. 

Soc. “ This then,” he will fay, “do you now maintain to be the beau- 


tiful, pleafure profitable ?”*—* It is fo in my opinion,” I fhall anfwer.— What 
anfwer would you make? 


Hip. The fame. 
Soc. “ Well then,” will he fay: ‘the profitable, you know, is that which 
is the efficient of good. And the efficient, as we agreed lately, is a thing 


™ See the latter part of the Philebus. 
different 
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different from the effet. Our reafoning, therefore, has brought us round 
to the fame point again: for thus neither would the good be beautiful, nor 
would the beautiful be good; each of thefe being, upon this hypothefis, dif- 
ferent from the other.” ‘* Moft evidently fo ;” is the anfwer we muft make, 
Hippias, if we are of found mind. For the facrednefs of truth will never 
fuffer us to oppofe the man who has truth with him on his fide. 

Hip. But now, Socrates, what think you all thefe matters are which we 
have been difputing about? They are the fhreds and tatters of an argument, 
cut and torn, as I faid before, into a thoufand pieces, But the thing which 
is beautiful, as well as highly valuable, is this: to be able to exhibit a fine 
fpeech, in a becoming and handfome manner, before the council, or court 
of juftice, or any other affemnbly or perfon in authority, to whom the fpeech 
is addreffed ; fuch a fpeech as hath the power of perfuafion; and having 
ended to depart, not with mean and infignificant trophies of vitory, but 
with a prize.the.nobleft, the prefervation of ourfelves, our fortunes, and 
our friends, This you ought to be ambitious of, and bid adieu to fuch petty 
and paltry difputes ; or you will appear as if you had quite loft vour fenfes, 
playing with {traws and trifles, as you have been now doing. 

Soc. O friend Hippias! you are happy that you know what courfe of life 
it is beft for a man to follow, and have followed it, according to your own 
account, fo fuceefsfully yourfelf. But I feem fated to be under the power of 
a demoniacal nature, who keeps me wandering continually in fearch of 
truth, and ftill at a lofs where to find it. And whenever I lay my difficul- 
ties and perplexities before you wife men, I meet with no other anfwer from 
you than contumely and reproach. For you all tell me the fame thing 
which you tell me now, ‘ That I bufy myfelf about filly, minute, and infig- 
nificant matters.” On the other hand, when, upon giving credit to what 
you all tell me, I fay, as you do, “ That to be able to exhibit a fine {peech in 
a court of juftice, or any other affembly, and to go through it in a proper and 
handfome manner, is the fineft thing in the world; and that no employment 
is fo beautiful, or fo well becomes a man; [then meet with cenfure and ob- 
loquy from fome who are here prefent *, but efpecially from that man who 
is always reproving me. For he is my neareft of kin, and lives with me in 


™ Meaning his philofophic friends. 
312 the 
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the fame houfe. So, whenever I return home, and am entered in, as foon 
as he hears me talking in this ftrain, he afks me if I am not afhamed to pro- 
nounce, with fo much confidence, what profeffions and employments are 
fine, or beautiful, or becoming ; when I have plainly fhown myfelf fo igno- 
rant with regard to things beautiful, as not to know wherein the nature of 
beauty confifts.—* And how can you judge,” fays he, “ who has fpoken a 
beautiful or fine fpeech, or done any thing elfe in a handfome manner, and 
who not, ignorant as you are what the beautiful and handfome is? Such 
then being the difpofition of your mind, is it poffible that you can think life 
more eligible to you than death ?” Thus have I had the ill fortune, as I told 
you, to iuifer obloquy and reproach from you, to fuffer obloquy alfo and re~ 
proach from him. But, perhaps, it is neceffary to endure all this. If I 
have received benefit or improvement from it, there is no harm done. And 
I feem to myfelf, Hippias, improved and benefited by the converfation of 
you both. For the meaning of the proverb, “‘ Things of beauty are things, 
of difficulty,” if Lam not miftaken i in myfelf, I know. 
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Tue compofition, fays Mr. Sydenham ', of this dialogue is of a fingular 
caft, and different from that of any other. For the principal part of it 
confifts of oratorical {peeches, {poken at a certain banquet or entertainment, 
by fome of the company in their turns, upon a fubje€t propofed by one of 
their number.—The {peakers are thefe fix, Phiedrus, Paufanias, Eryxima- 
chus, Ariftophanes, Agatho, and Socrates, Their feveral fpeeches are finely 
diftinguifhed by different ftyles of oratory, and with great propriety difplay 
the peculiar character of each {peaker.—The firft of them, Pheedrus, was 
a young gentleman of the moft ingenuous difpofition, modeft, candid, and a 
lover of truth; refined, elevated, and heroic in his fentiments; the fame 
perfon whofe character Plato has thus drawn at large in a dialogue infcribed 
with his name. From thence alfo we learn that he was a great admirer 
of Lyfias the orator: accordingly, the {peech made by him in this Banquet 
favours much of the ftyle of Lyfias, fuch as it is chara&terized by Plato ° him- 
felf; the diétion being pure and elegant ; the periods round and well turned; 
but expreffing the fame fentiments over and over again in variety of lan- 
guage; and where the fentiments are various, void of all method or order in 
the ranging them.—The next fpeech, reported in the dialogue, is that of 
Paufanias ; who appears to have been a ftatefman or politician, a great admirer 


1 Nearly the whole of this Introdudtion is extrafted from Mr. Sydenham’s argument to this 
dialogue. às he is miftaken in certain parts of his argument, from the want of a more profound 
knowledge of Plato’s philofophy, I found it impofible to give it entire.—T, 

a See the Phedrus. 
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of both the Spartan and the Athenian laws, and an enemy to all other fyftems 
of government and manners, The ftyle of his oratory correfponds exaétly with 
the chara@er which Hermogenes gives us of the ftyle ufed by Ifocrates : 
for he is clear and diftin@, and divides his fubje& properly; is profufe in 
ornaments, and rather too nice and accurate; ditfufe and ample in his fenti- 
ments, though not in his expreffion; and taking a large compafs of argu- 
ment in the coming to his point. We find him however free from thofe 
faults for which that critic juftly reprehends Ifocrates: for in the fpeech 
of Paufanias there is no languor nor tedioufnefs; nor is he guilty of preach- 
ing, or of being didaétic ; vices in oratory which are the ufual concomitants 
of old age, and in Ifocrates perhaps were principally owing to that caufe: 
certain it is, that moft of his orations now extant were compofed in the 
decline of his life, and that in the lateft of them thofe blemifhes are the 
moft confpicuous. But at the time when the {peeches, reported in this 
dialogue, were fuppofed to have been fpoken, Ifocrates was in the flower 
both of his age and of his eloquence. Add to this, that Paufanias here 
immoderately affects fome of thote little graces of ftyle for which Ifocrates 
was remarkable in his younger years moft 7; fuch as avti9sce1¢, or oppofitions ; 
mepirwoec, Or parities, where one member of a fentence anfwers either in 
found or fentiment to another ; and thofe merely verbal or literal fimilarities, 
cf adnominations, adliterations, and the fame beginnings or endings of two 
or more words near one another. One of thefe ornaments, improperly 
ufed, Plato ridicules in the way of mimicry, as foon as the fpeech of Pau- 
fanias is ended: which alone feems a fufficient evidence that Plato in fram- 
ing that fpeech purpofely imitated the ftyle of Ifocrates, His intention in 
fo doing, as appears probable, we think, from the beginning of the fpeech 
itfelf, was to fet in contraft thofe two celebrated orators, L.yfias and Ifocrates ; 
and to exhibit the former as treating his fubject in a general, indifcriminating, 
indeterminate way, copious in his language, but jejune in matter: the other, 
as diftinguifhing and methodical, full of matter, and ample in particulars, 
from having ftudied the nature of his fubject more diftin@ly, philofophically, 
and minutely. It may be pertinent to obferve, that Plato feems to have 


ë See Hermogenes wep dewr, l. i. c. 12. The fame critic msp uedodov, ce 17. and 16. Vit. 
Homer. inter Opufc. Mytholog. ex ed. 2da, pag. 300) 301. Quintilian. Inftitut. Orat, l. ix. c. 3. 
and Demetrius Phaler. mepi tpunvisa;, § 29. 
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had the fame view in introducing the mention of Ifocrates near the con- 

Clufion of his dialogue named Phedrus.x—The next {peaker to Paufanias is 

Eryximachus ; whofe profeffion was that of medicine; and his {peech is fuit- 
able to his profeffion ; for he confiders the fubje& in a more extenfive view ; 
and, beginning from the human body, both in its found and morbid ftate, 
goss on like a thorough naturalift, and purfues his inftances through every 
part of nature, through earth, air and fky, up to that which is divine. His 
oratory, to the beft of our little judgment in thefe matters, agrees with what 
Hermogenes ! reports of Pericles, that of all the antient orators, meaning 
before the time of Demofthenes, he had in appearance, as well as in 
reality, the moft of the d:worgs, that is, weight with his hearers, and power 
over their paffions. For, according to that critic, the real deworns of an 
orator confifts in a ready and apt ufe of his general knowledge, or an 
opportune and proper application of it, in managing his fubjeét; and the 
dsworys is moit apparent, he fays, when the evo, the thoughts and fenti- 
ments, are profound, curious, and out of the common road, yet ftriking and 
forcible. Now the real and the apparent deworys, as thus defcribed, are both 
of them remarkable in the only oration of Pericles we have left, inferted by 
Thucydides in his hiftory: and both feem affeétedly ufed in the fpeech of 
Eryximachus; which we prefume, therefore, Plato compofed in imitation 
of Pericles. —Next after him {peaks Ariftophanes, the celebrated comic poet ; 
through whofe comedies, fuch at leaft as are ftill remaining, runs the fame 
rich vein of humour, the fame lively and redundant wit, which characterize 
his {peech in the Banquet.—The next fpeech is made by Agatho, the donor 
of the feaft.` Agatho was at this time a young man of a large fortune, 
generous, magnificent, and polifhed in his manners; much admired by all 
for the comelinefs of his perfon; and celebrated by Plato in the Protagoras 
for his fine parts and excellent natural difpofition. His genius inclined 
him to poetry, and particularly to that of the tragic kind; in which he was 

fo fuccefsful, as to win the prize from all his antagonifts, in one of thofe 

competitions for excellence in writing tragedies annually held at the feaft 

of Bacchus. Upon this occafion it was that he gave his friends that enter- 

tainment which Plato has immortalized by this fine dialogue. We have no 


€ See his treatife sap: wey, 1, ii. co 9. 
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piece of his writing extant; but it is highly probable that the fpeech here 
attributed to him gives a juft reprefentation of his ftyle: for the language 
of it is extremely poetical, florid, and abounding with metaphors; and the 
fentiments are wonderfully elegant, ingenious, and full of fancy, but have 
not fo much as an appearance of truth for their foundation—The hft 
{peaker on the fubject is Socrates: and his fpeech is in every refpeé& worthy 
ofthe man. For in his whole conduét he was modeft, and careful to avoid 
the leaft degree of oftentation ; in all his difcourfe he was folicitous above all 
things for the truth in every fubje&!, and propofed to himfelf that as the 
principle end in all his difputes, inquiries, and refearches ; and whenever he 
took the lead in converfation, he began from things eafy, common, and 
obvious, but gradually rofe to fpeculations the moft difficult, fublime, and 
excellent. Agreeably to this character, he delivers in his fpeech nothing as 
from himfelf; but introduces another perfon, affuming the magifterial airs 
of a teacher, yet condefcending, gentle, and affable. This perfon is Dio- 
tima, a lady at that time in high reputation for her intercourfe with the 
Gods, and her predi€tions of future events, The fpeech of Socrates con- 
tains the recital of a converfation between himfelf and this prophetic lady ; 
into whofe mouth he puts what he has a mind to teach, on purpofe to 
Infinuate that his.fpeech was indifputably true, was worthy of being thought 
divinely infpired, and conveyed the knowledge of divine things. The elo- 
quence of it exemplifies that doétrine taught by Plato in his Phedrus and 
his Gorgias, that the man who beft knows the truth in every fubje& he 
treats of, and intends the good of thofe whom he endeavours to perfuade, 
he who has the moft knowledge of human nature, and of the various dif- 
pofitions of men, and confequently can adapt his fpeech to the temper of 
his audience, he is likely to make the ableft and beft fpeaker; the other 
qualifications requifite to form an orator being comparatively mean, and, 
fo far as art is concerned in them, eafily attainable. The truth of this 
doctrine was foon after abundantly confirmed in Demofthenes, who, form- 
ing himfelf upon the rules laid down by Plato, became at once the moft 
perfect patriot, politician, and orator of his (I had almoft faid of any) age.— 
After thefe fix foeeches are ended, a new character is brought upon the 


3 See the Greater Hippias. 
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ftage,—Alcibiades, a young nobleman of the firft rank in Athens, of great 
natural and acquired abilities, chiefly thofe of the military kind, but of dio- 
Jute and thoroughly debauched manners. Being ambitious of power and 
government in the ftate too early, before he was qualified for them by know- 
ledge and experience, he had for fome time been a follower of Socrates, 
whofe eloquence and reafoning he faw prevailing always over thofe of the 
Sophifts: for he hoped to acquire, in his company and converfe, the fame 
fuperior power of perfuafion ; in order to employ that power with the people, 
and gratify the views of his ambition. He is introduced into the banquet- 
room, far from fober; and his behaviour and {peech (for he is engaged by 
the company to make a fpeech) perfectly agree with the charaéter of his 
manners. The fubjeét on which he fpeaks is profeffedly, and in all appear- 
ance, foreign to the point fpoken to by the reft, as the diforderly and un- 
thinking condition which he is in requires it fhould be; but it is far from 
being fo in reality. Plato has not only woven it into his defign in this in- 
comparable dialogue, but has made it one of the moft effential parts, with- 
out which the work had been wholly defective in the end for which it was 
framed’, Thefe fpeeches, with the converfation and occurrences at the 
banquet, make the principal part of this dialogue; and are introduced, not 
in a dramatic, but a narrative way, The introduction is partly narrative, 
and partly dramatic; by which means it is fomewhat intricate. For the 
dialogue opens with a converfation between two perfons only, Apollodorus 
and fome friend of his, though in the prefence of others, fuch as dramatic 
writers call mute perfons. At the very beginning Apollodorus relates a fhort 
converfation lately held between himfelf and Glauco; and tells his friend, 
that he then gave Glauco an account of what had paffed at the banquet 
given by Agatho; which account, repeated by him here again, conftitutes 
all the reft of the dialogue. He fays, it was delivered to him by Arifto- 
demus, one of the company; who had begun his narrative with the recital 
of a fhort converfation held between Socrates and himfelf, and of fome other 
occurrences previous to the banquet. The fame recital here made by Apol- 
lodorus to his friend, and to the company at that friend's houfe, immediately 
introduces the narrative or hiftory of that truly noble entertainment. Such is 


the manner, and fuch the method, in which this dialogue is compofed. It is 
1 


2 See the Notes on the Speech of Alcibiades, e 
3K 2 ufually 
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ufually and very properly intitled, “ Concerning Love,” becaufe the- {fpecula~ 
tion of love is its leading object. 

With refpeét to the fpeeches, that of Phadrus takes the word /ove ina 
general fenfe, fo as to comprehend love toward perfons of the fame fex, 
commonly called friendfhip, as well as that toward perfons of a different fex, 
peculiarly and eminently ftyled love.—Paufanias diftinguithes between love 
of the mind, and love merely of the body, proving them to be affections of 
very different kinds, becaufe productive of very different effe&ts.—Eryxima- 
chus confiders love as that univerfal principle in nature which attraéts, 
unites, or affociates one thing to another in a regular way; the effect of 
whole operation is harmony or concord: that which heals alfo the breaches 
made by the oppofite, the difuniting and dividing principle, the caufe of irre- 
gular motions and of difcord.—Ariftophanes treacs of love as other writers 
of comedy do, taking it only in the groffeft fenfe of the word, as it means 
the paffion common to man with all brute animals.—And Agatho talks about 
it in a vague manner, without any determinate or fixed meaning at all; 
taking it in various fenfes; commonly, indeed, for the refinement of that 
paffion between the fexes, but fometimes for great liking or attachment of 
the mind to any objet; and then, all at once, ufing the word, like Eryxi- 
machus, to fignify concord and harmony, not only between rational beings, 
but even the unintelligent parts of nature. But when Socrates comes to 
{peak upon the fubjeé, he goes much deeper into it by degrees: in the firft 
place, he premifes certain univerfa] truths relating to love; that the objet 
of itis beauty; the effence of it defire; its aim or end the poffeffion of 
‘beauty, or, if already poffeffed of it, the perpetuity of that poffeffion. Next, 
he confiders love gs the defire of good; whatever is beautiful being alfo good, 
fo far as it is beautiful; and love, peculiarly fo called, being part of that 
univerfal love or defire of good, common to all beings, intelligent and fentient. 
He confiders this univerfal love, or defire of good, as the link between the 
eternal nature and the mortal, between the plenitude of good and the total 
want of it. He confiders, that the aim of. this defire, agreeably to a certain 
‘property of it before obferved, is not only to enjoy good, but to immortalize 
that enjoyment. The defire of immortality, therefore, is of neceflity, he 
‘fays, annexed to the defire of good, or love of beauty. But perfonal im- 
mortality being impoffible to be attained by any being whofe nature is mor- 


tal, 


THE BANQUET. 437 


tal, every fuch being, prompted by nature, feeks to continue itfelf, and its 
enjoyment of good, in the only way poffible, the propagation of its fpecies, 
and the produétion of fome being refembling itfelf, another felf, to fucceed, 
and to continue as it were the enjoyment of the fame good. Hence, the 
love of that beauty, with which every animal is moft {mitten in the beauti- 
ful of its own kind, is accompanied with an inftin, or natural defire, to mix 
and unite with it, and thus to generate another animal of the fame kind. 
From corporeal beauty, and that lower fpecies of love regarding it, man, as 
his mind opens more and is improved, naturally proceeds further; attaining 
the fight of that beauty which is feen only by the eye of intelleé, in the temper 
and difpofition of fome fellow-mind; and fired with that love which attends 
the fight of mental beauty. To this love alfo is annexed, fays Socrates, the 
defire of generating, of tamping upon that other mind its own thoughts, and 
of raifing up and nurturing between them an intellectual progeny, of gene- 
rous fentiments and fair ideas. By means of this mixture and this enjoy- 
ment, that is, by converfe, fuch as improves the underftanding, the mind, 
he obferves, rifes higher, and attains to view beauty in thofe things them- 
felves, the fubjeéts of their converfation ; firft, in virtuous purfuits, ftudies, 
and employments; next, in the fciences, and every branch of knowledge. 
In the embraces of thefe beauties the mind generates an offspring of the 
faireft kind and the moit durable; the poet, his immortal writings; the 
hero, through the force of his example, continual copies of his virtue; the 
founder of civil polities, through his inftitutions, a long fucceffion of patriot 
actions ; and the legiflator, wife and beneficial laws, to blefs the lateft pofte- 
rity. Butifthe foul be endowed with a genius of the higheft kind, fhe refts 
not here, nor fixes her attachment on any one of thefe mental excellencies 
or beauties in particular: the genuine lover of truth rifes from hence to the 
furvey of that univerfal, original, and exemplar beauty from which every 
thing beautiful, both in the intelligible and fenfible world, proceeds. The 
love and the purfuit of this fupreme beauty Plato calls philofophy ; and to the. 
embraces or enjoyment of it, and to no other caufe, does he here afcribe the 
generation and the growth of true virtue. 

With refpe& to the fpeech of Alcibiades, it has been already obferved, that 
it is one of the moft effential parts of the dialogue. This will be at once 
evident, when it is confidered that the intention of Plato in it was to exemplify 
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in the character of Socrates, as one who had been initiated in the myfteries of 
love, that perfe€tion of virtue which fuch an initiation is capable of effecting, 
Mr. Sydenham, therefore, was very unfortunately perfuaded to abandon the 
defign of publifhing his tranflation of this {peech ; and much was he miftaekn in 
thinking that fome part of it is fo grofsly indecent that it may offend the vir- 
tuousand encourage the vicious. For it will appear in our notes, that this appa- 
rent indecency is introduced conformably to che machinery of the myfteries, 
with no other view than to purify the reader from every thing indecent, aid 
to liberate him, in fhort, from vulgar love, by exciting the amatory eye of 
intellect to the vifion of objeéts ineffably bea tiful and truly divine. 

The antients, not without reafon, generally rank this dialogue among 
thofe of the ethic clafs ! ; but the charaéter of it is of the mix d kind, that is, 
partly narrative and partly dramatic: and the genius of it takes its colour 
from the didactic part, the fpeech of Socrates; the reafoning of which is 
wholly analytical, refolving all love into its principles, and tracing all beauty 
upward to that fource from whence it is derived to every order of being. 


* Modern interpreters, with a view to the fublimer part of the fpeech of Socrates, but without 
regarding the drift of it, call this dialogue metaphyfical or theological. And among the antient 
} latonifts, Albinus, as if he was attentive chiefly to the fpeech of Paufanias, and referred all the 
other fpceches to that, calls it political.—sS. 


THE 


THE BANQUET. 


PERSONS' OF THE DIALOGUE. 


APOLLODORUS °, PAUSANIAS, 
FRIEND OF APOLLODORUS,|| ARISTOPHANES, 
GLAUCO‘, ERYXIMACHUS, 
ARISTODEMUS 5, PHEDRUS, 
SOCRATES‘, DIOTIMA, 
AGATHO, ALCIBIADES. 


SCENE '.—Principally witbin the City of ATHENS. 


ES 


* The readers of Plato will obferve, that before each of his dialogues the names of the fpeakers 
in it are recited, not in the order either of their real dignity, or of their importance to the dia- 
logue, as the manner is of modern poets before their tragedies and comedies ; but according to 
the order in which they feverally make their firft appearance ; and, fince in every fcene of con- 
verfation two or more muit appear at the fame time together, thefe are named according to the 
order in which they firft fpeak: after the manner we find the perfons of the drama enumerated 
before all the dramatic writings of the antients. 

2 Apollodorus was a difciple of Socrates, but of no long ftanding at this time. His chara@er, 
therefore, in the dialogue is properly marked by the vehemence of his attachment to philofophy, 
and admiration of his mafter. 

3 This friend is not mentioned by name: a circumftance which alone feems to have induced 
fome to imagine, that by the friend of Apollodorus Plato here meant himfelf. 

4 If this be the fame Glauco who was brotaer to Plato, and Plato be the friend here introduced, 
it feems ftrange that Apollodorus fhould fpeak of Plato’s brother to Plato himfelf, as of one utterty 
unknown to Plato, mentioning his name, afterwards, only as it were by accident. 

5 Ariftodemus was a conftant, humble follower of Socrates. 

6 For the characters of all the following perfons we refer to the firft part of the preceding In- 
troduction. 

7 The fcene of converfation between Apollodorus and his friend, the only dramatic part cf the 
dialogue, and where all the reft of it is introduced in the way of narrative, appears to be the houfe 
of this friend; as proper a place as any for fo long a recital as Apollodorus had to make him; and 
the moft proper where to come to him with that intention. ‘The way from Phalerus to Athens? 
a long walk, is, with no lefs propriety, made the fcene of the converfation related by Apollodorug 
between himfelf and Glauco ; to whom, he fays, he then made the fame long recital. ‘The fcene 
of the fhort difcourfe next related between Ariftodemus and Socrates is made the ftreet; by 
which piece of condu&, the breaking it off fo abruptly is fuitable to the decorum of place. And 


Agatho’s houfe is the grand fcene of the principal part, the fpeeches at the entestainment.—S. 
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APOLLODORUS. 


Tue affair concerning which ye inquire I think myfelf now not quite 
unprepared to relate to you. For it happened * a few days fince, as I was 
walking up to the city from my houfe at Phalerus *, that an acquaintance 
of mine, who was going the fame way, feeing me at a confiderable diftance 
before him, called out to me; and by way of joke 3 at the fame time faid, 
Apollodorus, you Phalerean, will not you ftop a while till I come up to you? 
Upon which I ftopped, and ftayed for him. As foon as he had joined me, 
Apollodorus, faid he, I was juft now inquiring after you; from a defire I 
have to be thoroughly acquainted with what paffed in the converfation be- 
tween Agatho, and Socrates, and Alcibiades, and the reft who were of the 
party, at an entertainment where the fubje& of their difcourfe was Love. I 
fhould be glad to be informed by you what was faid on the occafion. For 
the perfon who gave me fome account of it, fuch as he received from Pheenix 
the fon of Philippus, told me that you knew every particular : but that, as to 
himfelf, he did not pretend to be at all perfe& or exact in his relation. Do 
you then give me an account of it yourfelf; for you have the beft right to 
relate a converfation in which an intimate friend of your own had the moft 
diftinguifhed fhare. But firft, faid he, tell me, were you yourfelf one of 
the company ?—It appears plainly, faid J, indeed, that your author by no 
means gave you an exact account of the circumftances of that converfation, 
if you fuppofe it paffed fo lately as to admit a poffibility of my being of the 
company.—Really I imagined fo, replied he.—How could it be, faid I, 


* The word apum, which the older editions give us in this place, is, carelefsly as it feems, 
omitted in that of Stephens: which error, as well as many others, we the rather take notice of, 
to prevent a repetition of the fame in any future edition of Plato where the text of Stephens i 
likely to be made the ftandard.—S. | 

* Phalerus was a fea-port town, between four and five miles from the city of Athens; where 
frequently were furnifhed out, by way of {pe€tacles of entertainment to the people, pompous caval- 
cades, ifluing probably from thence, and marching to the city. See Xenophon in Hipparchic. 
p- 560, ed. 2da Steph.—S. 

3 What the joke is, will eafily be difcerned by help of the preceding note. For it lies in a hu- 
morous oppofirion between the hafte with which Apollodorus feems to have been walking, agree- 
ably to iis character, and the flownefs ufual in cavalcades of pomp, with the frequent ftopping 
of thofe who are foremoft, till the more dilatory train behind them is come up.—S, 
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Glauco? Do you not know that Agatho has not been at Athens for thefe 
many years? whereas it is not yet three fince I firft became a follower of 
Socrates, and began, as I have continued ever fince, daily to obferve and 
ftudy all his fayings and a@tions. Before that time, running about here and 
there, wherever chance led me, and fancying myfelf all the while well em- 
ployed, no mortal was in fo wretched a condition as [: it was fuch as you 
are in at prefent, who give every ftudy and every purfuit the preference to 
that of philofophy.—Leave off railing, faid he, and tell me when that conver- 
{ation happened.—Before we wrote ourfelves men, replied I. It was at the 
time when Agatho brought his firft tragedy upon the ftage, and won the prize 
with it. It was the very next day after that himfelf and his chrous-fingers * 
had offered the ufual thankfgiving-facrifice for his vitory.—It is then, faid 
he, a long time fince, it feems. But who was it, continued he, that related 
the converfation to you? Was it Socrates himfelf?—-Not Socrates, by Ju- 
piter, replied I; but the fame perfon who related it to Phoenix. It was one 


Ariftodemus, a Cydathenian *, a man of remarkably low ftature 3, who al- 
ways 


* Thofe who aĉted and fung the chorus parts in his play.—S. 

a In all the editions of the Greek we here read Kudabnvevs: but it ought certainly to be printed 
Kudanvaievs ; as appears from Stephanus de Urb. and from an old infcription on a pillar at Athens 
publifhed in Spon. de Pagis Attic. voce Kudabnvaiov. See alfo Meurfius de Pop. Attic. in eadem 
voce.—S. 

3 Xenophon informs us, that Ariftodemus was furnamed the Little. This circumftance, there- 
fore, ferves to afcertain the man. From the fame author we learn, that this little man was alfo 
one of the minute philofophers of that age, till better taught by Socrates. For Xenophon repre- 
fents him as ovte Quovra Toig Deors panzcavazsevov, ouTE LAVTIRN XEWMEVOY, AAAA KAI THY WOLOVVTUY TAUTA KATAYE~ 
Awrta. We quote the very words of this paflage, for the fake of propofing to our learned readers 
an emendation of the word unxavopevov. For we are not fatisfied with pute evxouevov, the conjece 
ture of H. Stephens, nor with the oure exxouevov of Leunclavius; becaufe facrifice to the Gods, 
we apprehend, always implied either petition or thanfgiving : nor can we acquiefce in retaining 
the word unyxanupevev, making it to fignify, when he undertook any thing, and accordingly fuppofing, 
with Erneftus, the word r: to be tacitly underftood ; becaufe the fuppofition feems not agreeable 
to any idiom of the Greek language. We approve rather the prudence of Beffarion, who, in his 
Latin tranflation of this paflage, took no notice at all of the word unyarouevov. But, as we mult 
not make fo bold with the original, we propofe, inftead of that word, to be read as in a paren- 
thefis, un ixovra uev or: by which alteration the fenfe will be this, that Ariftlodemus offered no 
facrifices to the Gods, 29 voluntary ones at leaft, but in compliance only with cuftom, or in obedi- 

VOL. IIL. 3L ence 
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ways went barefoot". He was of the party; being one of thofe who 
at that time were the moft attached to the perfon and company of Socrates. 
Not but that I afked Socrates himfelf concerning fome of the particulars re- 
ported by Ariftodemus; and he allowed they were reported juftly— Why 
then, faid Glauco, fhould not you favour me with that relation? The way 
to the city is perfectly convenient for people to converfe together, as they go 
along.—Upon which we refumed our walk, and entered into the relation 
which my friend defired. So that I am now, as I faid, not quite unprepared 
upon the fubje&. If then I am to relate that affair over again to you, fo it 
muft be. Befides, I muft own, that when I am difcourfing myfelf, or hear- 
ing the difcourfe of others, upon philofophical fubjeéts, abftraéted from the 
confideration of improvement, I am beyond meafure delighted. But when 
I hear converfation of any other kind, efpecially the ufual difcourfe between 
you rich people, who are ftill contriving to heap up money, I feel a tediouf- 
nefs in myfelf, and a concern for you my friends, who imagine you are em- 
ploying your time to good purpofe, while you are only trifling. On the 
other hand, it is poffible you may think that I lead an unhappy life ; and I 
believe thofe thoughts of yours are juft: but as to you, I do not fay that I 
believe, for I know, the {tate which you are in to be unhappy. 

FRIEND. You are always the fame man, Apollodorus, always railing at 
yourfelf and the whole world. You feem to me as if you abfolutely thought 
all men wretched, and yourfelf in the firft place; excepting none but So- 
crates. Whence you acquired the furname of the madman *, for my part I 

know 


ence to the laws. And this may appear to be the true meaning, when we confider that atheifts 
in all ages are ready enough to join in public acts of divine worlhip; and, therefore, not the 
neglect of thefe, but of fuch as were voluntary, could be any indication to Socrates of the real 
fentiments of Ariftodemus. See Xenophon in Memorabil. |. i. c. 4—5. 

1 By this circumftance Ariftodemus was diftinguithed, it feems, as much as by his littlenefs. It 
is probable that, like his fellow difciple Antifthenes the cynic, he imitated what appeared the 
moft rigid and fevere in his mafter’s way of life, as being beft fuited to the natural roughnefs of 
his own temper, and the rudenefs of his manners; which led him to entertain atheiftical notions 
of the caufes of things, and to ridicule thofe who paid real worfhip to what was divine in nature. 
This circumftance recalls to our mind thofe epithets of rough, hard, and unyielding, Tpaxta xai zr- 
aitumos, given to atheifm by Plutarch at the end of his treatife repi dsicidaipov —S. 

? Xenophon in his Apology, and Plato in his Phzdo, near the beginning, and again toward the 

5 conclufion 
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know not: for, in your difcourfe, you are always the fame as you are now, 
fevere upon yourfelf and all other people,—Socrates alone excepted. 

AroL. My deareft friend, it is evident enough now, that the entertain- 
ing fuch notions of myfelf, and of all you, proves me beyond queftion out of 
my fenfes and a madman. 

FRIEND. It is not worth the while, Apollodorus, to difpute about this at 
prefent. Only do what I defired of you, and give me an account of the 
{peeches made at that banquet. 

Apo. The fpeeches then were as follows:—But I had better, I think, 
give you the whole hiftory of that affair from the beginning, juft as Arifto- 
demus gave it me. For he told me, that he met Socrates frefh out of the 
bath, and perfectly clean, a condition which he was not in very often; wear- 
ing on his feet likewife a handfome pair of flippers", a part of drefs which 
he ufed only on rare occafions: and that upon afking him, whither he was 
going, that he had made himfelf fo fpruce and fine, Socrates told him, he 
was going to Agatho’s houfe to fup with him. For yefterday at the facri- 
fice, faid he, I quitted his company, for fear of the crowd; but promifed to 
be with him to-day. Now thus fine have I made myfelf, that I may vifit 
fo honourable and fine a perfon in a manner not unbecoming. But what 


conclufion of it, reprefent Apollodorus as a man fimple and fincere, but with fuch a kind of 
weaknefs in his mind, as made him remarkably hafty, negligent of decorum, and apt to {peak in- 
confiderately and without difcretion.—S. 

1 Socrates, in his ordinary way of life, accuftomed himfelf to endure voluntary hardfhips: from 
which he drew this advantage, that he fuftered lefs than other men when called to bear hardfhips 
that were neceflary. In like manner the Cynics and Stoics, in imitation probably of Socrates, did 
many things acanctws tvexa, that is, for the fake of habituating, through exercife, their minds and 
bodies to endurance. But Socrates, unlike the Cynics, made all this confiftent with a regard to 
the decencies of civil and focial life, a due compliance with cuftom, and conformity to fathion. 
For he always readily relaxed from his feverity, whenever, as on the prefent occafion, he deemed 
the praGtice of it unfeafonable. This civility diftinguifhes the manners of Socrates from the 
favage rufticity of Ariftodemus before mentioned. And we cannot help thinking, that thefe two 
feemingly ftight circumftances, in the defcription of thefe two perfons, were mentioned by Plato 
fo near together, on purpofe to make that diftinCtion the more eafy to be noted. We learn from 
Ælian, in Var. Hift. 1. iv. c. 18. that Socrates was charged, probably by the Cynics, with being 
curious and nice about his houfe, and his bed, and his fine flippers. Which confirms the truth of 


our obfervation in this note.—S. ; 
ZL 2 think 
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think you, faid he, Ariftodemus, of going to fupper there yourfelf, without 
invitation? How do you find yourfelf difpofed upon that point ?—And I re- 
plied, faid Ariftodemus, that I was entirely at his difpofal—Follow me then, 
faid Socrates; to corrupt the old proverb’, by altering it,—and proving, 
that 


When made by worthy men are featts, 
The worthy go, unbidden guefts. 


Homer, before us, feems not merely to have corrupted, but to have offered 
violence to the proverb, by reverfing it. For, notwithftanding that he de- 
fcribes Agamemnon as a man excellent in al] military virtues, and Menelaus 


as a man weak in arms, who 
3 


——~— Failed of manly force 
To fling the well-aimed javelin; 


yet, on occafion of a facrifice and feaft made by Agamemnon, he has brought 


Menelaus 


> The proverb here alluded to, Athenzeus, pag. 178. and Zenobius, c. 2. 19. have given us 
in this verfe, which the latter quotes from Eupolis the comic poet, 


Avtoparo Sayabo: enuy swi airas saci. 


When made by meaner men are feafts, 
Their betters go, unbidden guefts. 


That is, when they are pleafed to honour with their prefence fuch as could not prefume to invite 
them.—S. 

2 Maabaxov aixuntny. Menelaus is fo called in the 17th book of the Iliad, ver. 588. Athenzus is 
very angry with Plato for receiving this character of Menelaus as true; and for not confidering 
that Homer puts it into the mouth of Apollo, 2 partial friend to the Trojans, and of confequence 
enemy to Menelaus. He, therefore, ftands up very itoutly againft Apollo and Plato, to prove, by 
many inftances in Homer, that Menelaus was no coward. But in reality he only proves himfelf fo 
inveterate an enemy to Plato, as, for the fake of abufing him, to mifinterpret Homer; who, by the 
word uarbaxon, meant no more in that paflage than, as the old {choliaft rightly explains it, aveime- 
vov Tn s7xXut, aghen; and juft fo much Athenzus himfelf confeffes true of Menelaus, that he was 
Tn puun xatadeeoregos, fomewhat deficient in ftrength. Thus much may ferve to vindicate Plato 
in this place againft Athenzus. But a better critic than Athenzus, unlefs he were well verfed 
in Plato’s peculiar manner of writing, would, with more fhow of juftice, reprehend him here for 
the feemingly cold and infipid length of this digreflion about the proverb. And, indeed, were this 
part merely a digreffion, the criticifm would in reality be juft. But Plato intended it for a part 


highly 
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Menelaus to the banquet uninvited ', a meaner man to the banquet of his 
betters.—-Perhaps l too, replied AriftodJemus, on hearing this, fhall incur 
the imputation of a conduct, not, Socrates, fuch a one as you have fuppofed, 
but like that in Homer, if I go to the banquet of a man of great abilities, 
without being intitled to it either by merit or invitation. Will you, there- 
fore, if you lead me thither, make an apology for fo doing? for, as to my- 
felf, I fhall not confefs my coming without invitation, but fhall plead that 
I was invited by you.u—Well, fays Socrates, 


2 With focial fteps, companions of the way, 


as we walk along, we will confult together what fpeech to make. But 
come, let us be going.— After this little talk together, he faid, on they went. 
But in the way, Socrates mufing, and attentive to fomething in his own 
mind, was outwalked by him ; and, obferving him to ftop, bid him walk on. 
When he was come to Agatho’s houfe, the door of which was open, an in- 
cident, he faid, happened, which put him into fome confufion. For a fer- 
vant, who was coming out, meeting him there upon the fpot, Jed him di- 
reatly to the banquet-room, where he found the company juft going to 
fupper. Immediately Agatho, on feeing him enter the room, faid,—Aritto- 


highly important to his dialogue; to guard it againft the mifconftruCtion to which it might be 
liab'e from men of fevere, four, and malignant tempers; to fignify, that not all people were 
worthy, or properly qualified, to partake as it were of the banquet he had provided; and to point 
out, for whom it was particularly improper to be prefent, tous maadaxous, molles, the voluptuous, or 
men of effeminate minds and manners: in which fenfe the word waarbzxos is often taken. See par- 
ticularly Xenophon in Mem. 1. iii. c. 11. § 10. where it is applied to libidinous love, and oppofed 
to that which infpires the fcntiments of friendfhip. Homer, it is true, had a different meaning, 
fuch as we have betore explained; and Plato ufes a kind of catachrefis in adapting this paflage to 
his purpofe. But it was fufficient for him, if any way it was applicable. Some paffage or other in 
Homer was here to be introduced, and the reader’s mind to be detained on it for fome time. For 
this obfervation will be found to hold true throughout all Plato’s writings, that, whenever he cites 
a verfe out of any poet, efpecially out of Homer, he docs it not, like writers of a lower clafs, 
to embellith the plainnefs of profe with fine tags of poetry ; but his view is always either to frike 
the mind of his reader more forcibly in the conveying fome important meaning, and to make it 
fink the deeper in his memory; or elfe to prepare him for fomething of importance which is to 


follow, by ufhering it in with the folemnity of verfe, and, what in thofe days was of much weight, 
the authority of the poet.—S. 


2 See Homer’s Iliad, b. ii. ver. 408. 3 Iliad, b. x. ver. 22.46 


demus, 
7 


440 THE BANQUET. 


demus, you are come very opportunely to {fup with us. But if any other pur- 
pofe brings you hither, defer it to another time. Iwas looking about for you 
in the temple yefterday, with intention to defire your company, and could not 
fee you. But how came you not to bring us Socrates with you ?—Upon 
which I looked back, faid he, but could no where {ee Socrates following me, 
as l had imagined. However, I declared I came along with Socrates, upon 
his invitation hither to fupper.—You did well, faid Agatho; but where is 
he then himfelf?—He was following me in but juft now, faid I; and for my 
part, I wonder where he can be.—Boy, faid Agatho to one of his fervants, 
will you go and fee if you can find Socrates, and conduct him in?—Then, 
turning to me, Do you, Ariftodemus, faid he, take your place next to 
Eryximachus, And immediately he ordered a fervant to come and wath 


my feet clean", that I might take my place upon thecouch*, Juft then the 
boy 


* Thus in the original: Ka: rue en amongew tov maia, ive mov xaraxcoito. The remarkable 
enallage, or tranfition here, in fpeaking of himfelf, from the firft perfon to the third, is no unufual 
thing in Plato; but is too bold, and would be a folecifm in Englith. For, tranflated as literally 
as pofible, the fentence runs in this manner: “ Immediately he bid the [proper] fervant to wafh 
off [the dirt] from me, that [fays he] he may lie down fomewhere.”” The words included 
within hooks, we have added to complete the fenfe. The firft part of the fentence, we fee, is 
merely narrative, and the latter part reprefents Agatho fpeaking. But the word tọn, having been 
ufed juft before, though in a different fenfe, is here omitted, probably to avoid a repetition of it. 
Harry Stephens, not aware of this tranfition, has raifed doubts about the right reading of this 
paffage ; and has endeavoured, without any neceflity, to amend it, by altering xaraxeoto into 
xataxeonv. The fame learned printer and editor has, in a paffage of the Euthyphro, where 
there is a like tranfition, propofed altering the text in the fame manner, from want of obferving 
this peculiarity in Plato’s ftyle, as Dr. Forfter has judicioufly remarked in his notes on thofe five 
dialogues, publifhed by him, pag. 328.—S. 

a In that polite age, luxury and too great a delicacy and foftnefs of manners had fo far pre- 
vailed even amongft the brave Grecians, that when they made their evening meal, or fupper, 
which was with them the principal meal of the day, as dinner is with us, they ufed not to fit on 
chairs, ftools, or benches, at the table, like the modern Europeans; nor to fit or lie upon mats or 
carpets laid over the floor, like fome of the Eaftern nations; but their cuftom was to recline 
themfeves on fofas, couches, or day-beds; the heads of which being placed at the fides of the 
table, an oblong fquare, were covered with cufhions; and on thefe they leaned their elbows. Ie 
was neceffary, therefore, that Ariftodemus fhould have his dirty feet wafhed before he was fit 
to lie on one of thofe fofas. This little incident feems thrown in by Plato, to confirm the account 
before given of the manners of Ariftodemus, and to exhibit them in a ftronger light, as oppofite in 


this particular to thofe of Socrates, about whom we fee no fuch ceremony ufed, becaufe unneceflary. 
Different 
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boy who had been fent out returned, and told us, that Socrates had with- 
drawn himfelf into the porch of fome neighbouring houfe, and was there 


ftanding; and when I called to him, faid the boy, he refuted to come.— 


Abfurd! faid Agatho: go and call him again; and do not leave him in that 
manner.—But Ariftodemus told me, that he himfelf oppoíed it, and defired 
that Socrates might be let alone, for that it was ufual with him fo to do, As 
he goes along he will fometimes ftop, faid he, without regarding where, and 
ftand ftilla while. I make no doubt but he will be here prefently. Jet me 
entreat you, therefore, not to difturb him, but leave him at quiet.—Be it fo 
then, if you think it beft, faid Agatho; but let the reft of us, however, pro- 
ceed to fupper.— Then, turning to his fervants, Boys, faid he, ferve us up 
fomething or other; it is left to you what, for there is nobody to give you 
any particular directions : you know it is not my way on thefe occafions.— 
You are now to fuppofe me and thefe gentlemen, my friends here, invited 
by you to fupper: entertain us handfomely, therefore, that you may have 
our commendations.—Immediately upon this, he faid, they went to fupper ; 
but Socrates was ftill miffing. Agatho *, therefore, would every now and 

then 


Different from either of thefe is the cafe of Alcibiades, further on in the dialogue. For, as he 
comes in drunk and dirty, in the midft of his rakehelly rambles about the town, flippers are or- 
dered to be brought him, and not his feet to be wafhed, as he wore fhoes. So minute is Plato in 
his detail of every citcumftance chat may contribute to throw light on the characters of thofe per- 
fons he introduces. Whatever weight there is in this obfervation, be it great or little, fo much 
of importance is there in the blunder committed by all the Latin tranflators, and by the Italian 
after them, in making Agatho order water to wafh the hands of Ariftodemus inftead of his feet : 
and in the fame degree is praife due to the judgment and accuracy of Monf. Racine, who, in his 
tranflation of this dialogue into French, correéts this error ; and though he might juttly be fup- 
pofed prejudiced in favour of wafhing the hands before meals, after the modern French fafhion, 
as well as the antient Grecian, yet explains rightly the orders of Agatho; as being fenfible, no 
doubt, that wafhing the feet of Ariflodemus, not his hands, was a proper preparative for his lay- 
ing up his legs on the fofa. But he omits this reafon of Agatho’s for giving thofe orders, though 
exprefsly mentioned by Piato; prubably becaufe he was at a lofs how to tranflate the words, being 
puzzled by the doubts raifed about them by Stephens, as mentioned in the preceding note.—S. 

* There is none of Plato’s dialogues in which Socrates is ufhered in with fo much ceremony 
as in this. In the firft place, that recital of the converfation paffed between Apollodorus and 
Glauco, with which the piece fets out, feems introduced only for the fake of giving the reader a 
high opinion of the chara€ter of Socrates. To this purpofe tend the reflections made by Apollo- 
dorus upon the fingular wifdom of his matter. To the fame end is directed his account of the 

alteration 
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then be giving orders to his people to call Socrates in; but I, faid he, con- 
{tantly oppofed it. At length Socrates, having ftaid away, as ufual, not very 
long, entered; about the time, at furthe(t, when {upper was half over. 
Agatho then, who lay on the couch at the lower end of the table, alone, 
faid, Come hither, Socrates, and lay yourfelf down by me; that, by being 
cloie to you, 1 may have the benefit of that piece of wifdom !, which you 
made a new acquifition of inthe porch, For it is plain that you found it, and 
are in poffeffion ; otherwife you would never have defifted from the purfuit.— 
Socrates then, fitting down on the couch, faid, It would be well, Agatho, 
if wifdom were a thing of {fuch a nature, as to pafs from thofe who abound 
with it into fuch as want it, when they fit clofe to one another, and are in 
contact; like water running through the wool?” out ot the fuller veffel into 

the 


alteration produced in him by ftudying that wifdom. And for the fame reafon is mention made 
of the many admirers of that truly admirable man. But all thefe circumftances are made to appear 
fimple and artlefs, the more irrefiftibly to operate their intended effe&t upon the reader’s mind. 
The fhort converfation which follows, between Apollodorus and his friend, carries on the fame 
intention; but goes greater lengths of praife in the character there given of Socrates. Then 
comes a narration of fome little circumftances, immediately previous to the celebrated banquet, 
ferving to prejudice the reader’s mind with an idea of the excellence of the company affembled at 
Agatho’s: of this kind is the extraordinary care which Socrates we fee has taken of his perfon 
and drefs, as a proper mark of refpedt to that aflembly; and another of the fame kind is the 
argument which he politely urges to Ariftodemus, when he is perfuading him to be of the party. 
The circumftances fubfequent, the profound meditation of Socrates in his way to Agatho’s, his 
ftealing afide immediately on his coming there, plainly with defign to finifh his fpeculations, his 
ftaying away till fupper was half over, and, during that ftay, the converfation turning on Socrates, 
as the principal perfon wanting, together with the impatience of Agatho at his ablence, are all 
contrived on purpofe to raife the expectation of that great figure Socrates is foon to make, and of 
that high part he is to bear in a converfation where all the fpeakers fhine in their feveral charac- 
ters, upon the finet and moft interefting fubject in human life.—S. 

! In the Greek ô oo: srpoveomn. Perhaps it fhould be spocereén. Whether Cornarius found it 
fo written in the Heffenftein manufcript, he has not told us; but he here tranflates, as if he had, 
qua tibi acceffit.—S. 

* Aia tou egiov. Itis poffible this may mean a woollen bag, made in the manner of our flannel 
jelly-bags, to ftrain and purify the liquor running through. Or perhaps it means a [tring of 
wool lightly twifted, faitened at one end about the mouth of the cock, in a ewer, or other veffel 
out of which the water is to run, and hanging down into fome bafon, or other receptacle; that 
the water, as it runs 2long, may leave behind it in the nappinefs of the wool any dirt or impure 


particles with which it may be loaded. This latter conjecture is made the more probable by the 
information 
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the emptier. If this quality attend wifdom, I fhall fet a high value upon 
partaking of your couch : for I fhall expeét to have wifdom flow into me from 
you in great quantity, and of a kind which appears the faireft, As for the 
little which I have, it muft be mean and trivial’, doubtful and queftionable, 
feeming but a dream ?. But the wifdom ? you are mafter of is fplendid, and 
promifes a future great increafe of brightnefs, having already in the morn- 
ing of your age fhone out with fo much glory; as more than thirty thou- 
fand Grecians, before whom it appeared* the other day, can witnefs.— You 
are a joker, Socrates, faid Agatho. But this controverfy between us about 
our wifdoms fhall be tried by and by, and Bacchus fhall decide the caufe. At 
prefent, turn your thoughts to the table-—Upon this, he told me, Socrates 


information we have from a certain friend, a man of credit and veracity, that in fome parts of 
Wilthhire the like method is practifed of purifying water, by letting it run down in the manner 
we have defcribed, along twifted wool, which they there call accordingly the tawiff. Cornarius 
fays in his Eclogz, that he cannot conceive what wool could have to do in the affair; and there- 
fore he fuppofes, that inftead of the word ¢piou fhould be read opyavov, meaning, he fays, a conduit- 
pipe to convey water out of one ciftern, when full, into another. But by this alteration of the 
word a very humorous part of the fimilitude is loft; that which reprefents wifdom ftreaming out 
of one man into another, as it were, by a ftrong tranfpiration, through their woollen or cloth 
garments being in contact together.—S. 

™ See the Greater Hippias. 

2 Socrates taught that outward things, the objects of fenfe, were the images only of thofe 
general ideas which are the objeéts of mind or inrelle&t ; though, like images in dreams, thcy 
feemed the very things themfelves. The fophifts of his time, on the other hand, agreed with 
the multitude in maintaining that objeéts of fenfe were the only realities, and that thofe ideal 
things which Socrates cried up for real and true were at beft but fhadows, outlines, or faint 
images of the former. So that each feemed to the other to be as it were in a dream, taking the 
image for the fubftance. Accordingly, it was queftioned between them, who was the dreamer, 
and who had the perception of a man whofe mind was truly awake, See a paflage to this pur- 
pofe in the Theztetus. See alfo the fifth book of the Republic.—S. 

3 Plato hasin his writings ufed the word ‘* wifdom” in two very different general fenfes: tke 
one was the philofophical fenfe of it, as it fignified the knowledge of nature, and of the principles 
of things, the fcience of mind, or fcience univerfal; the other was the vulgar one; the word 
being at that time commonly ufed, as it 1s in this place, to fignify excellence in every particular 
fcience or art, any knowledge or {kill beyond vulgar attainment. See the former part of Plato's 
Theages, and Ariftotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, 1. vi. c. 7. After this obfervat.on made, it wiii 
every where be eafy to determine, which meaning is intended. —S. 

4 Thofe who were {peCtators at the acting of his tragedy. 
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reclined himfelf, and made his fupper. After he and the reft of them had 
done, performed their libations, fung thie praifes of the God, and gone 
through the other utual ceremonies, they were beginning to fit-in to drink- 
ing; when Pauianias, he faid, opened the converfation thus :—Well, gentle- 
men, faid he, what method fhall we take to find moft pleafure in our 
bottles to-night? For my own part, I confefs to you that laft night’s de- 
bauch tits very heavy upon me, and I want a little refpite. I imagine too 
that many more of us are in the fame condition, fuch as were here at the 
entertainment yefterday. Confider, therefore, what way is the beft to make 
drinking agreeable and eafy to us.—<Ariftophanes then faid, It is a good 
propofal of yours, Paufanias, in my opinion, this, that we fhould by all 
means procure ourfelves an eafy drinking-bout. For Iam one of thofe who 
were well foaked yefterday.—Upon hearing this, Eryximachus the fon of 
Acumenus faid, Both of you fay well. But I fhould be glad to be informed 
about one other perfon, and that is Agatho; in what condition of ftrength 
he finds himfelf with regard to drinking.—I am by no means very ftrong at 
prefent myfelf neither, faid Agatho.—It is lucky for us, faid Eryximachus, 
for me, and Ariftodemus, and Pheedrus, and the reft of us here, if you fail 
and are difabled, you {tout men at the bottle. For we are at all times weak 
in that refpect. Socrates, indeed, I except; for he is equally well qualified 
to drink, or to let it alone, So that he will be fatished, and ready to comply, 
whichever courfe we take. Since none of the company, therefore, feem in- 
clined to drink hard, I may be the lefs difpleafing, perhaps, if 1 fpeak the 
truth about this matter in plain terms. For I have been convinced myéfelf, 
from the experience acquired in our profeffion, that hard drinking is ufually 
attended with ill confequences. For which reafon, I fhould neither choofe 
to venture far in drinking myfelf, nor advife it to any other perfon, efpecially 
when oppreffed with the load of the laft night’s debauch.—As for me, faid 
Phedrus, addreffing himfelf to Eryximachus, I am accuitomed to hearken 
to your advice in every thing, efpecially in what relates to your own pro- 
feffion: but now I find all the reft of the company are in the fame comply- 
ing difpofition.—This they all affented to, and agreed not to make the pre- 
ient meeting a debauch ; but to drink, every man, juft as much as might be 
agreeable to him.—This point then being determined, faid Eryximachus, 

that 
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that we are to drink at our own pleature, and that no compulfion is to be 
ufed; the next thing I have to offer is this, that the piper-girl’, who has 


2 It was cuftomary with the antients, at or after thcir feafts and banquets, to entertain their 
minds, without the laborious exercife of thinking, through thofe nobler fenfes which have a near 
affinity with the mind; regaling their ears with vocal and inftrumental mufic, and their eyes with 
fpe&tacles either beautiful or wonderful. The performers, thercfore, and exhibiters in thefe 
feveral ways ufed to attend on thefe occafions. Accordingly in the banquet of Xenophon one 
of each kind is introduced; and after they have all performed their parts the converlation 
begins.—Plato has been accufed of want of elegance and politenefs in not taking the fame method 
in his banquet, but difmifling the female mufician fo roughly. Thofe who make this objection 
feem not to difcern the difference between the banquets defcribed by thefe two excellent writers 5 
nor to be fenfible that they framed thefe, as well as other of their works, on different plans, though 
on the fame fubje&ts. The guefls at the entertainment given by Callias, and defcribed by Xeno- 
phon, were a mixed company, compofed partly of Autolycus and his friends, who either them- 
felves excelled in bodily exercifes, or admired moft the excellencies of that kind in others; and 
partly of Socrates and his friends, whofe abilities and excellencies lay rather another way, in the 
exercifes of the mind. Such a promifcuous aflembly it was proper to entertain in the ufual man- 
ner, But the guefts of Agatho were a feleét party, who had all a high relith for the rational 
pleafures of converfation, good fenfe, wit and humour; and every one of whom probably ex- 
pected the enjoyment of thofe pleafures only that evening, and to be able afterward to fay to 
each other, like our poet Cowley to his friend Harvey, 


We fpent it not in toys, in luft, or wine, 
But fearch of deep philofophy, 
Wit, eloquence, and poetry, 
Arts which I loved, for they, my friend, were thine. 


It feems alfo as if Agatho had affembled them for that very purpofe; for he had the day before 
made his grand feaft,(as it was the cuftom to do after a thank(giving facrifice,) to which not only his 
friends and intimates, but a crowd of acquaintance, all fuch as were known to him, had been in- 
vited ; and where, as it appears, they had drunk hard, and confequently converfed little. Further ; 
at Callias’s entertainment, in order to furnifh matter for fome little talk, a propofal was made, 
that each of the company fhould declare, on what he moft valued himfelf, and why. This gave 
occafion to much pleafantry, to many ingenious and fhrewd fayings and repartees, on various fub- 
jects, in few words: after which, Socrates alone made a difcourfe, of no confiderable length, on 
the fubje€t of Love ; to give time for fome fhort preparations, making without, for playing an in- 
terlude of Bacchus and Ariadne. The whole is fhort, and ends early enough for fome of the com- 
pany to take their accuftomed evening walk. But the converfation at Agatho’s had an air of 
folemnity and formality ; as it confifted of oratorical fpeeches on one fubject, but fo ample and 
diverfified in matter, fo prolix, and protracted to fo late an hour of the night, that a variety of 
other entertainments of a different kind would have been inconfiftent, unneceffary, improper and 
abfurd.—S. 


3M 2 juft 
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juft entered the room, may be difmiffed, to pipe to herfelf, or, if the pleafes, 
to the women in the inner rooms; and that we enjoy one another this 
evening in the way of converfation, The manner and the fubjeét, I am 
ready, if you permit me, to propofe.—To this they all unanimoufly gave 
confent, and defired him to propofe accordingly.—Eryximachus then faid, 
I fhall begin my propofal after the manner of Euripides in his prologue 
to the Melanippe, for 


The tale I have to tell is not my own '; 


I have it from Phedrus here. For Phadrus is continually faying to me, 
with an air of indignation, Is it not aftonifhing, fays he, Eryximachus, 
that 


7 The old Grecian tragedies were dramatic reprefentations, each, of fome fingle event, 
uncommon and important, chiefly fuch as had happened long before, and made a part of their 
fabulous or antient flory ; the whole of which, not being then recorded in any writings, but handed 
down through oral tradition, was fubje&t to much variety in the telling. This not only per- 
mitted the tragic poets great latitude in the choice of their fables, or fabulous ftories, to repre- 
fent; but allowed room alfo for much invention of their own; efpecially with regard to circum- 
ftances, both of things and perfons, and what had happened previous to thofe fignal events 
celebrated in their tragedies. Of thefe circumftances, and thefe prior accidents, which the poet 
made the foundation of his fable, it was neceflary to inform the audience ; becaufe they might 
pofhbly have heard thofe ftories related with different circumftances; and muft certainly have 
been ignorant of fuch as were ‘gnota indi@aque, or of the poet’s own invention. This was the 
rife of pro'ogues ; in which the audience had the neceffary information given them. The pro- 
logue was fpoken now and then in the perfon of fome deity, the fecret caufe or leader of the 
great event going to be reprefented, but more frequently in the dramatic character of one of 
the actors in the drama; in either of which cafes the prologue made a part of the play itfelf, 
Sometimes the player fpoke it in his own proper charadter of player, according to the modern 
cultom: and very rarely, the author fpoke it himfelf, appearing openly and profeffedly as author ; 
or the player, appearing for him, as his reprefentative. An inftance of this kind is the cafe here 
cited by Plato: and the reafon why Euripides chofe fuch a prologue to his Melanippe probably 
was this. He had given, it feems, great offence to the ladies in that age, by drawing fo many of 
his female chara€ters bad, and making their infamous a€tions fo frequently the fubjeét of his 
plays. Wut none of his charafters, except that of Phzdra, were likely to be thought more 
injurious to the fex than this of Melanippe. And in faét fo it proved; for we learn from Arifto- 
phanes in @ecpopop. that Euripides incurred the difpleafure of the fair by no plays more than by 
thefe two. When his Melanippe, therefore, was to be brought upon the ftage, his bufnefs was 
to ward off this blow, as well as he was able, by an apology beforehand. Accordingly, as in his 


prologue to the Hippolytus, he had artfully made Venus take upon herfelf the whole blame of 
Phedra’s 
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that the poets have made hymns and odes in honour of fome other of the 
Deities ; and yet not one poet, amongft fo many in every age, has ever 
compofed a panegyric upon Love; but the praifes of a God fo powerful, and 
of fo excellent a nature, to this day remain unfung? The fame complaint 
I have to make againft the fophifts : the beft of whom, as you will find, 
have, in their profaic compofitions, made encomiums on Hercules, and 
other great and illuftrious perfons; as the celebrated Prodicus * has done, 
for inftance. This, however, is not greatly to be wondered at. But I 
have lately met with a treatife, written by one of thofe wife men, contain- 
ing a high panegyric upon falt on account of its utility °. And many 

other 


Phzdra’s unhappy conduét, fo in his prologue to the Melanippe, as appears by the line here 
quoted, (for the prologue and the play are both loft.) he humoroufly excufes and exculpates him- 
felf, by declaring, with an air of fimplicity, that the plot of the play was ready made to his hands, 
and that he had no finger in it; from whence it was to be concluded, that if Melanippe was a bad 
woman, he could not help it. The verfe of Euripides feems to have been this, , 


Epos yap oux 6 pavbos, ov PEANG Atyeiye 
Or, if the yap be added by Plato, to weave it into his own ftyle, the verfe probably was this, 
“O pulos oux Epos Eoriv, OV PEANO ATELY 


The intended application of this pafage out of the poet is as follows: Eryximachus, being of a 
grave profeflion, thought it incumbent on a man of his character to apologize in the fame way 
for introducing fuch a propofal as this,;—that Love fhould be the fubject of difcourfe that evening; 
a propofal which would feem much more decent to be made by the youthful and handfome 
Phzdrus; to whom, therefore, he is pleafed to attribute it. That is, in fine, Plato himfelf with 
infinite addrefs, as ufual, apologizes in this manner for making Love the fubjeét of his dialogue. 
For, as he always exhibits his fubjeét in every light which it can poffibly be viewed in, and 
thoroughly fifts the nature of it, he could not avoid introducing here, amongft the reft of the 
fpeeches, thofe which feemed the moft exceptionable. At the fame time, alfo, by beginning like 
one of the prologues of Euripides, and with a verfe taken from thence, he fignifies (to fuch as 
are acquainted with his manner) his intention, that this firt {peech of Eryximachus fhould be, or 
be taken for, the prologue to the following dramatic entertainment.—S. 

1 Plato here means the diflertation of Prodicus, intitled “Qgas, fo often exhibited, and fo much 
admired; as we learn from Philoftratus in his Lives of the Sophifts, and from Xenophon in his Me- 
moirs of Socrates. The allegorical ftory, or fable, of the judgment of Hercules, related in that differs 
tation, is recorded by the laflementioned excellent writer, though, as he tells us himfelf, not in 
the pompous words of the original author, but in his own fimplicity of ftyle, much more elegant. 
Concerning Prodicus, fee notes to the Greater Hippias.—S. 


3 The Greek of this paffage runs thus,—@iCaiw—ey u tunga GAES, Emawey Savpacioy syovTEs Ffos 
WP EAL EV 
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other things of as little worth you may fee fet off with great encomiums '. 
That fo much pains fhould be beftowed upon fubjects fo mean, and yet that 
no man fhould ever to this day have undertaken to give Love his due praifes, 
but that fo great a God has been neglected to fuch a degree, is it not afto- 
nifhing? Now Pheedrus, in all this, which I have repeated from his mouth, 
feems to me to plead well. I fhould be glad, therefore, to have him gra- 
tified, and to contribute my fhare to his gratification. Befides that I think 
it highly becoming this affembly to decorate with all poffible honours the 
Deity of Love. Ifall of you then are of the fame opinion with me, we may 
{pend our time agreeably enough to-night in difcourfing. For my propofal 
1s, that every man of us fhould deliver an oration in praife of Love *, as 
proper and handfome a one as he is able, the right hand way down; and 
that Phedrus fhould take the lead, as he is at the upper end, and is, befides, 
the father and founder of the argument.—You may be affured, Eryxima- 


egersav. In tranflating which words into Englifh, we have thought it moft advifable to follow 
all the tranflators before us into other languages, juft as they feem to have followed one another, 
down from Ficinus; not becaufe we approve their interpretation, for the Greek words will by no 
means bear fuch a one; but becaufe we are at a lofs for the true meaning, ourfelves: the text in 
this place being apparently fo much corrupted, as to require an abler critic than we deem ourfelves 
to be, for the amendment of it.—S, 

* Erafmus, in a long lift, enumerates many fuch, fome as antient as the time when Plato lived ; 
which he cites as precedents, in the fame manner, and for the fame reafon, that Plato fpeaks of 
fome fuch here; that is, to introduce with the better grace, or perhaps to apologize for, a differ- 
tation of his own of the like kind, A Panegyric on Folly: as may be feen in that incomparable 
piece of humour, near the beginning, and in his Epiftle to Sir Thomas More prefixed to it.—S. 

2 Totsov, oT: Wavta I “Eaanves, à duva exovTra EOpUY, oux AVEU exiotacias Sew Tav duvayiy auTwY EVEDYEW 
evouuov" Evi Ce ovouaTi To TE Thy duvapiy EX OV Kal TOY EMIOTATOUVTA ToUTW Seov avouacov. ‘It is proper to 
know that the Greeks held an opinion, that every thing in nature, in which they faw any 
power (force, or virtue) inherent, exercifed not its power without the fuperintendence of the 
Gods: and alfo, that they called by one and the fame name that thing which had the power and 
that Deity who prefided over it.” This fentence, with which Mofcopulus begins his commentary 
on Hefiod, will ferve very properly inftead of a preliminary note to all the following {peeches 
concerning Love.—S. 

It will be neceffary to add in explanation of the above fentence from Mofcopulus, that, as 
according to the Grecian theologifts every Deity is the leader of a feries which poffeifes his cha- 
racteriftic properties, in confequence of originating from him, and which extends to the laft of 
things, every link of this feries (the golden chain of Homer) was very properly denominated by 
them after the fame manner as its monad, or leader. This obiervation, when properly underftood, 
4s, as I have obferved in my Notes on Paufanias, the true key to antient mythology.—T. 


chus, 
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chus, faid Socrates, that none of us will put a negative on your propofal. 
For by no means ever fhould I, who pretend not to the knowledge of any 
other matters than thofe which belong to Love! : neither would Agatho, nor 
Paufanias: no more will Ariftophanes, without difpute; for his whole 
time is taken up about Bacchus and Venus: nor indeed will any other 
perfon whom I fee prefent. We indeed, who fit loweft, and are to {peak 
laft, fhall have the difadvantage. However, if the prior fpeakers fpeak well 
and fully to the point, we fhall defire nothing more. Let PhaJrus then, 
with our beft wifhes to attend him, begin, and make his panegyric upon 
Love.—To this all the reft of the company confented, and joined with 
Socrates in the encouraging Phædrus to begin. Now what was faid by 
each of the feveral {peakers Ariftodemus did not perfeétly remember ; 
neither can J, indeed, all that he told me: but the fpeeches of. thofe whom 
I looked on as the moft confiderable perfons, and every thing which I thought 
moft worth remembering, I will endeavour to relate to you diftinaly. 

He told me then, that Phedrus, in compliance with the requeft made 
him, fpoke firft; and began fomewhat in this way, with faying— 


THE SPEECH OF PHASDRUS. 


That Love was powerful”, and wonderfully great, both on earth and amongft 
the Gods: that fuperior dignity belonged to him on many accounts, but 
efpecially with regard to his generation.—For to be one of the eldeft of the 
Gods, faid he, is a circumftance redounding highly to his honour. And that 
he enjoys this advantage, appears in that he had no parents * ; and that never 
any writer, whether uninfpired or poet, pretended that he had. But Hefiod 
fays, Chaos 

1 From the conclufion of the fpeech, hereafter fpoken by Socrates, it will appear what his 
meaning is in this place.—S. 

2 The beginning of Phzdrus’s fpeech is not recited in the very words of it, but is related in the 
way of narration; by which means the tranfition from the narrative ftyle to the oratorical, and 
from the preceding narration to the firft formal fpeech, is made the more gentle, eafy, and ele- 
gant.—S. 

3 Love confidered according to his higheft fubfiftence, i. e. as fubfifting at the extremity of the 
intelligible triad, has not indeed Venus for his mother, becaufe this Goddefs firft fubfifts in the 
{upermundane which is fubordinate to the intelligible order, as Kill be fhown in our Notes on 

6 the 
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Chaos was firft produced ; Earth rofe the next, 
Wide-bofom’d, a fixed feat fecure to all 
For ever yielding; and with her rofe Love. 


Here the poet tells us, that next after Chaos were born thefe two, Earth and 
Love. Parmenides relates the generation thus, 


Firft from th’ eternal council forth came Love, 
Firft of the Gods. 


Acufilaus fays the fame thing with Hefiod. On fo many different hands is 
it agreed, that Love is among the moft antient of the Gods. And as he is 
thus of higheft antiquity in the nature of things, fo is he the caufe of the 
greateft good to human kind. For to young perfons, at their firft fetting 
out in life, 1 know no greater good than love; to the party beloved, if fhe 
has a worthy lover; or to the lover himfelf, if his miftrefs be worthy: 
becaufe that, which fhould be our leading principle in order to right conduét 
in every circumftance of life, confanguinity has not the power to excite in 
us, neither have honours, nor riches, nor aught elfe, fo effe€tually as love. 
The principle I mean is the fenfe of fhame attending a bafe conduét, to- 
gether with a fenfe of honour in the doing what is honourable. For, with- 
out fuch a principle, no civil community nor private perfon can execute 
any thing great or noble. In confirmation of this, I take upon me to affert 
that if a man in love be found committing a bafe aétion, or fuffering bafe 
ulage from any, through cowardice, or without taking his revenge, he is not 
in {o much pain at being feen by his father, by his intimates, or by any 


the Cratylus; but he derives his fubfiftence from the firft and fecond monads of the intelligible 
triad, and prior to thefe from the ineffable principle of all things. For a full account of Love fee 
the notes on the fpeech of Socrates.—T. 

* This exprefhon may feem ftrange, when only three writers have been cited. But each of 
them, on account of his excellence, ftands as at the head of a numerous tribe; and may, there- 
fore, juitly be fuppofed, and taken for, the reprefentative of that tribe to which he belongs. 
Hefiod is fingled out from among‘ all the poets, to be cited, as being the beft of thofe who 
compojfed poems zepi Stoyonas, or concerning the generation of the Gods. His beautiful poem 
on that fubject, from whence the quotation here is made, is ftill extant —Parmenides, a philo- 
fopher of the-Italic fe€t, wrote in verfe, as did alfo moft of the difciples of the fame fchool ; but, 
on account of his fuperior reputation, is chofen to reprefent all his brother philofophers who 
taught the principles of things.—And Acufilaus, a writer unfortunately loft, treated of the firft 
or moft remote antiquities, and the gencalogies of the Gods and Heroes.—S. 

5 other 
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other perfon, as at being feen by his miftrefs. The fame effet we fee it 
has upon the party beloved, to be more afhamed of her lover’s fight than of 
the eyes of the whole world, if the be difcovered doing aught difhonourable, 
If, therefore, there could be any contrivance to have a city or an army com- 
pofed of lovers and their beloved, the intere{t of the whole could not be pra- 
moted by any better way than this; in which every individual would have a 
care not to behave bafely, and a zeal to behave nobly, excited by a defire to 
gain the good opinion of fome other. Such a people fighting fide by fide in 
battle, a handful of them would conquer, I could almoft fay, the world. 
For a lover deferting his rank, or throwing down his arms, would lets 
endure to be feen by his beloved than by all mankind. Rather than bear 
this, he would choofe to die a thoufand deaths: fo would he, rather than 
forfake the defence of his beloved ', or rather than forbear flying to her aid, 
if fhe had fallen into danger. There is not any man fuch a daftard, whom 
Love himfelf would not infpire, and make an enthufiaft in virtue: fo that he 
fhould become equal toa man born with a difpofition the moft excellent. For 
what Homer fays of certain of his heroes, that fome God infpired them 
with a force refiftlefs °, this in reality love does to lovers; fuch an effect 
being produced in them by Love alone. And then to die for another, only 
lovers are ready; not only men, but women too. A fignal inftance of this 
appears in the daughter of Pelias, Alceftis; who, as the ftory goes among 
the Grecians, undertook to reprieve her hufband’s life by her own death, 
when no other mortal could be found, willing to die for him 3, though he 

had 


* In the Greek text of this paffage, xai unv eyxatarme, there is a manifelt omiffion of the very 
material word %, or fome other equivalent to it, immediately before the word eyxatanrew.—S, 

a The paflage particularly alluded to, umveuce pevos, is in the twentieth book of the Iliad, 
ver. £10. But expreffions of the fame import occur in many other places of Homer, fuch as ixe 
evs, wpoe pevos, BC.—S. 

3 The thought in this fentence is evidently taken from the Alceftis of Euripides; in the pro- 
logue to which are thefe lines, 

Tlavras 3° earyéag nai dieferbay Didrous, 
Ilztep2, yepaiav X h op’ etixte antipas 
Ovx. EUpE TINY yuvainos, NTI nOEAE 
Oavew apo XetvEy——— 


He try’d his friends all round, their love profeft 
VOL. MI. 3N onig 
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had both a father and a mother then living. But Love wrought in her 
heart an affection for him fo far furpaffing theirs, that fhe proved them to 
be, in comparifon with herfelf, ftrangers to his blood, and in name only his 
relations. When, therefore, fhe had executed her undertaking, the Gods 
themfelves, as well as men, deemed the achievement fo fingularly noble, 
that out of many perfons, eminent for many virtues, fhe was added to the 
number of thofe fele& few diftinguifhed by being reftored to life again after 
death as a reward for their diftinguifhed excellence: for to her alfo was 
her departed foul fent back again by the Gods, admiring at the heroic 
greatnefs of her refolution. So much do they encourage us to make love 
our care, by beftowing fuperior honours on all fuch as exercife upon that 
fubject in particular fuperior virtue. But Orpheus the fon of Oeager the 
Gods difmiffed from thofe invifible regions, without granting him to fucceed 
in the purpofe of his journey thither; fhowing him only the phantom of 
his wife, but not reftoring to him the reality: for that he appeared effemi- 
nate and cowardly, fuitable to his profeffion, that of a mere fidler; not 
daring to die for the fake of love, like Alceftis; but contriving actually to 
go alive to the other world. For this did the Gods affign him an adequate 
punifhment, ordaining his death to be by women. In a very different way 
difpofed they of Achilles, the fon of Thetis, in fending him to the iflands 
of the.bleft: becaufe, though he had heard from the goddefs his mother ?, 
that he muft foon die himfelf after he had flain He¢tor—but that, if he flew 
not Hedtor, he fhould return home and live to a good old age,—he dared to 
make death his choice; not only hazarding his life in aid of his friend Patroclus, 
as ready to die that he might fave him, but afterwards avenging his death 
at the expence of his own life, as refolute not to furvive him. This exalted 


Proving how real; his father who begat, 

His mother fond who bore him ; yet found none, 
None but the faithful partner of his bed, 
Content to die, his dearer life to fave. 


The next fentence alludes to fome paffages in the fcene between Admetus and his father Pheres 
in the fame play: to which we refer fuch of our readers as ftudy oratory, and know the ufeful- 
nefs of comparing together paffages in fine writers, where different turns are given to a thought 
fundamentally the fame.—S. 
® See Homer’s Iliad, book 18th. 
4 virtue 
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virtue of his the Gods paid a fingular regard to; and rewarded with their 
choiceft favours the regard which he had fhown to friendfhip, in fetting {o 
high a value on the man who admired and loved him. For Æfchylus talks 
idly, when he fays that Achilles was the admirer of Patroclus; Achilles, 
whofe excellence, though he was but in the dawn of manhood, furpaffed 
not only Patroclus, but all the other Grecian heroes. True it is, that the 
Gods confer fuperior honours on all virtue, to the exercife of which love 
and friendfhip minifter occafion : but they more wonder, more approve, and 
beftow greater rewards, where the perfon admired feels all the force of friend- 
fhip and affection for the admirer, than where the nobleft offices of friend- 
fhip are performed by the other party. For the admirer has more of divinity 
in him than the perfon admired, as being full of the God who infpires and 
poffeffes him. For this caufe did the Gods reward Achilles with a higher 
degree of happinefs than they did Alceftis; for to her they gave only a fe- 
cond life on earth, but to the hero they affigned his manfion in the iflands of 
the bleft. Thus have 1 performed my part, in afferting Love to be the eldeft 
in age and of higheft dignity amongft the Gods; and to be in a peculiar 
manner the author of virtue and happinefs to all of human kind, whilft they 
continue in life, and when departed. 

Such, Ariftodemus told me, was the difcourfe made by Phedrus. After 
Phedrus, {poke fome others, whofe fpeeches, he faid, he did not well re- 
member : omitting thefe, therefore, he repeated next that of Paufanias, who 
began thus :— 


THE SPEECH OF PAUSANIAS. 


IN my opinion, Phedrus, the fubjeét was not fairly and diftin@ly fet be- 
fore us, when it was propofed in general terms, that we fhould make enco- 
miums upon Love. This, indeed, would have been right, were there but one 
Love, or 1f Love were but of one kind. But fince the truth is otherwife, the 
better way is to declare firft, which Love it is our prefent bufinefs to praife. 
To put this matter, therefore, on aright footing, I fhall, in the firft place, 
diftinguifh that Love whofe praifes we ought to celebrate ; and then do my 
beft to celebrate them myfelf, in a manner worthy of his Deity, We all 
know that it is the office of Love to attend always upon Venus. If then there 
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were only one Venus, there had been no occafion for more than one 
Love. But fince there are two Venuses, there muft of neceffity be two 
Loves. For it is undeniable ,that two different Goddeffest there are, each of 
whom is a Venus: one of them elder, who had no mother, and was born 
only from Uranus, or Heaven, her father ; fhe is called the celeftial Venus: 
the other, younger, daughter of Jupiter and Dione ; and to her we give the 
name of the vulgar Venus. Agreeably to this account, it is proper to call 
that Love who attends on the latter Venus by the name of the vulgar Love, 
the other by the name of the celeftial. All the Gods, indeed, it is our duty 
to honour with our praifes: but we ought to diftinguifh, as well as we are 
able, each by his peculiar attributes; that we may give to each his due 
praife. For every action or operation is attended with this condition: the 
doing it, confidered fimply in itfelf, is neither bafe nor honourable: as for in- 
ftance, every one of the things? we are now doing, drinking, finging, or 
difcourfing, is in itfelf a matter of indifference ; but the manner of doing it 
determines the nature of the thing. Rightly performed, it is right and ho- 
nourable ; performed in a wrong manner, it is wrong and difhonourable. So 


? This diftin€tion between the two Venuses, laid down by Paufanias as the foundation of his 
argument throughout his fpeech, is not a fanciful one of his own; but is a part of antient mytho- 
logy. It is futhciently confirmed and illuftrated by the following paffage in Xenophon’s Sympo- 
fium; a fentence which he puts into the mouth of Socrates. Eu: pev ovv pia exriv Aggoditn, À dirrat, 
oupavia TE xai Tavos, ouw oz (xas yap Zeus, ò autos doxwy eat, worras EMWYUIAS EXE) OTs YE LEVTOL 
xupis ixaTEpæ Bogor TE thot Kat vxo xai Gurian TH pev Mavinuw padioupyotepat, tn Ò’ oupavia ayverepal, oda. 
rixacais 0” av xai TOUS SPUTA THY MEY WaYInLoy TWV THmATwY ETITEUTEN, THY O° oupamay Tns puxns TE xat Tng 
Qiniag xai Toy xaduv spywy. “ Now, whether in reality there be one Venus only, or whether there be 
two, a celeftial Venus and a vulgar one, I know not: (for Jupiter alfo, whom 1 prefume to be 
but one and the fame being, has many furnames given him:) but this I know, that altars are 
raifed, temples built, and facrifices offered to each of thefe two Venuses diftinétly ; to the vulgar 
one, fuch as are common, trivial, and of little worth; to the celeftial one, fuch as are more valu- 
able, pure, and holy. Agreeably to this, it may be fuppofed of the different Loves, that thofe of 
the corporeal or fenfual kind are infpired by the vulgar Venus ; but that love of the mind, and 
friendfhip, a delight in fair and comely deeds, and a defire of performing fuch ourfelves, are in- 
{pired by Venus the celeflial."—S. For a theological account of thefe two Venuses, fee the 
notes on the Cratylus. —T. 

2 In the Greek, inftead of ĉion, ô vu» husis movuev, we fuppofe it ought to be read, oiov, àv vey 
n.m* For the fentence thus proceeds, ñ mive, 1 adem, Ñ dixarcyerbat, (in every one of which verbs 
the article rou feems to be implied,) ovx eats tovtwy auto xab’ avto xaroy ovdey.—S. 
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likewife, not every Love is generous or noble, or merits high encomiums ; 
but that Love only who prompts and impels men to love generoufly and 
nobly. The attendant of the vulgar Venus is a Love truly vulgar, fuffering 
himfelf to be employed in any the meaneft actions: and this Love it is w ie 
infpires the mean and the worthlefs. Thofe who are the moft addiéted to 
this love, are, in the firft place, the leaft difpofed to friendfhip; in the next 
place, they are more enamoured of the bodies than of the minds of their 
paramours; and befides, they choofe from the objects of their paffion the 
fillieft creatures they can light on: for, confining their views to the gratifi- 
cation of their paffion by the act of enjoyment, they ave regardlefs in what 
manner they gratify it, whether bafely or honourably, Hence it comes, 
that in the purfuit of their loves, and afterwards in the enjoyment, they are 
equally ready for any action which offers itfelf, whether good or bad, indif- 
ferently, For the Love who infpires them is bon, of that younger 
Venus, in whofe generation there is a mixture of the male and the female; 
whence it is that fhe partakes of both. But the other Love is fprung from 
the celeftial Venus; from her whofe properties are thefe :—-in the firft place, 
fhe partakes uot of the female, but of the male only; whence fhe is the 
parent of friendfhip: then, fhe is in age the elder, and a ftranger to brutal 
luft; and hence it happens, that as many as are infpired by this love addict 
themfelves to friendfhip, conceiving an afteétion for that which by nature is 
of greater {trength and underftanding. Now, whether the man who is under 
the influence of love feels the genuine impulfe of this generous affection, is 
eafy to difcern. For, if fo, he fixes not his love on any perfon who is not 
arrived at the maturity of her underftanding. But, commencing their loves 
from this date, one may well prefume them duly qualified, both of them, to 
live together throughout life, partners in all things, Nor is the lover likely 
in this cafe to aét like one who, after difcovering fome childifh folly in the 
perfon he has chofen, expofes her, and turns her into ridicule, forfeits his 
faith to her and forfakes her, and attaches himfelf to a new miftrefs. To 
prevent this, there ought to be a law, that no man fhould make choice of 
too young a perfon for the partner of his bed ; becaufe, what fo young a per- 
fon may hereafter prove, whether good or bad, either in mind or body, the 
event is fo uncertain. Men of virtue indeed themfelves to themfelves make 

this 


462 THE BANQUET. 


this a law: but upon thofe vulgar lovers we fhould put a public reftraint of 
this kind; in the fame manner as we reftrain them, as much as poffible, 
from entering into amorous intrigues with any women above the rank of 
fervitude. For they are of this fort of lovers, they who bring upon their 
miftreffes reproach and fhame; and have given occafion to that verfe of one 
of the poets, in which he has dared to vilify the power of Love, by pro- 


nouncing, 
*Tis lofs of honour to the fair 
To yield, and grant the lover’s prayer. 


But he faid this only with a view to lovers of this kind, from feeing their un- 
timely hafte and eagernefs, their ingratitude and injuftice. For certainly no 
action governed by the rules of juftice and of decency can any way merit 
blame. Now, the rules concerning love eftablifhed in other ftates are eafy 
to be underftood, as being piain and fimple; but our own laws, and thofe of 
Sparta upon this head, are complex and intricate. Forin Elis’, and amongft 
the Boeotians, and in every other Grecian ftate where the arts of {peaking 
flourifh not, the law * in fuch places abfolutely makes it honourable to gra- 
tify the lover ; nor can any perfon there, whether young or old, ftain fuch a 
piece of conduct with difhonour: the reafon of which law, I prefume, is to 
prevent the great trouble they would otherwife have in courting the fair, and 
trying to win them by the arts of oratory, arts in which they have no abili- 


* It is remarkable that Xenophon, in his Banquet, where he diftinguifhes between the virtuous 
friendfhip eftablifhed among the Spartans, and the libidinous commerce authorized by fafhion and 
common praé¢tice amongft the Beeotians and Eleans, cites this Paufanias as one who had con- 
founded them together, and given them equal praifes. He there likewife attributes to Paufanias 
fome of the fame fentiments, and thofe of the moft ftriking kind, which Plato records as delivered 
by Phzedrus in his fpeech. We cannot help imagining that Xenophon, in citing Paufanias, alludes 
to what was faid at Agatho’s entertainment: and if our conjecture be true, that little circumftan- 
tial difference confirms the account given by Plato in the main, and argues it to have fome foun- 
dation at leaft in real faé&t.—S. 

2 The word /aw here, and wherever elfe it occurs in this fpeech, from hence to the end of it, 
means not a written law, a pofitive precept or prohibition in exprefs terms, but cuftom and 
fafhion. For the general acceptance of any rule of conduét, whether rational or not, obtains by 
length of time the authority of law with the people who follow it; as it receives the effence of 
Jaw in a civil fenfe, from the common confent which frf eftablithed it.—S. 
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ties. But in Tonia, and many other places ?, and in all barbarian countries 
univerfally, the fame conduct is ordained and held to be difhonourable. For 
the tyrannical governments under which the people of thofe countries live, 
difcountenance that way of mutual love, and bring it into difrepute. But the 
fame fate in thofe countries attends philofophy, or the love of wifdom; as it 
does no lefs the love of manly exercifes. And the reafon, I prefume, in all 
thefe cafes is the fame; it is not the intereft of the rulers there to have their 
fubje@ts high-fpirited or high-minded; nor to fuffer {trong friendfhips to be 
formed amongift them, or any other ties of a common or joint intereft: and 
thefe are the ufual and natural effeéts of love, as wellas of thofe other {tudies 
and practices prohibited by tyrants. Thofe who formerly tyrannized over 
Athens experienced this to be true. For the firm and ftable friendfhip be- 
tween Ariftogiton * and Harmodius was the deftruGtion of their tyranny. 
Thus we find, that wherever the ftriéter ties of love and friendfhip are for- 
bidden or difcouraged, it is owing to vice, to luft of power, and of whatever 
is the private intereft of the governor; to want of fpirit and courage, and 
every other virtue, in the governed : and that wherever they are enjoined or 
encouraged fimply and without reftriction, it is owing toa littlenefs and lazi- 
nefs of foul in thofe who have the making of the laws. But in our own 
ftate the laws relating to this point are put upon a better footing; though, 
as I faid before, it is not obvious or eafy to comprehend their meaning. 
For, when we confider, that with us it is reputed honourable for men openly 
to profefs love, rather than to make a fecret of it; and to fix their beft af- 
fections on fuch as excel in the accomplifhments of mind, though inferior to 
others of their fex in outward beauty ; that every one highly favours and 


* The Greek text in this place is greatly corrupted. Stephens has tried to amend it by fome 
alterations, but without fuccefs: for it is probable that more than a few words are wanting. We 
have, therefore, contented ourfelves with the fenfe of this paffage ; which we think mifreprefented 
by the former tranflators. For, by the ‘ many other places,” we imagine that Plato means, be- 
fides Sicily, (where in thofe days tyranny or arbitrary fway commonly prevailed,) all thofe northern 
parts of Greece likewife, where the government was abfolutely monarchical. For Ionia, Sicily, 
and all places where the Greek language was fpoken by the people, Plato would certainly diftin- 
guith from thofe countries where the vulgar language was different; thefe lalt being by the 
Grecians termed barbarians.—S. 

2 The ftory is told by Thucydides, and many other antient writers; but in a manner the moft 
agreeable to the mind of our author in this place by Herodotus.—S. 
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applauds the lover, as not thinking him engaged in any defigns which are bafe 
or unbecoming a man ; that fuccefs in love is held an honour to the lover; 
difappointment, a difhonour ; and that the law allows the lover liberty to 
do his utmoft for the accomplifhing his end ; and permits fuch ftrange a@ions 
to be commended in him, fuch, as were a man to be guilty of in any cther 
purfuit than that of love, and as the means of fucceeding in any other detign, 
he would be fure of meeting with the higheft reproaches from philofophy. 
For if, with a view either of getting money out of any perfon, or of attaining 
to any fhare in the government, or of acquiring power of any other kind, a 
man fhould fubmit to do fuch things as lovers ordinarily praétife to gain their 
miftreffes, fupplicating and begging in the humbleft manner, making vows 
and oaths, keeping nightly vigils at their doors, and voluntarily ftooping to 
fuch flavery as no flave would undergo, both his friends and his enemies 
would prevent him from fo doing ; his enemies reproaching him for his fer- 
vility and illiberality; his friends admonifhing him and afhamed for him. 
But in a lover all this is graceful; and the law grants him free leave to do it 
uncenfured, as a bufinefs highly commendable for him to undertake and ex- 
ecute. But that which is more than all the reft prodigious is, that the Gods, 
though they pardon not the crime of perjury in any befides, yet excufe in a 
lover the violation of his oath, if the opinion of the multitude be true; for 
oaths in love, they fay, are not binding. Thus the Gods, as well as men, 
give all kinds of licence to the lover; as fays the law eftablifhed in our 
{tate. Viewing now the affair in this light, a man would imagine that 
among us not only love in the lover, but a grateful return likewife from the 
beloved party, was reputed honourable. But when we fee the parents of the 
youthful fair appointing governefles and guardians over them, who have it 
in their inftructions not to fuffer them to hold difcourfe in private with their 
lovers; when we fee their acquaintance, and their equals in age, and other 
people befides, cenfuring them, if they are guilty of fuch a piece of impru- 
dence, and the old folks not oppofing the cenfurers, nor reprehending them 
as guilty of unjuft cenfures; in this view, a man would be apt to think that, 
on the contrary, we condemned thofe very things which he might otherwife 
{uppofe we had approved of. But, upon the whole, the cafe, I believe, 
ftands thus: The affair of love, as I faid at firft, confidered fimply and gene- 
rally, is neither right nor wrong; but, carried on and accomplifhed with 
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honour, is fair and honourable; tranfaéted in a difhonourable manner, is 
bafe and difhonourable. Now, it is a difhonour to a maiden to gratify a 
vicious and bad lover, or to yield to him from bafe and unworthy motives : 
but in granting favours to a good and virtuous lover, and complying with his 
love from generous and noble views, fhe does herfelf an honour. The vi- 
cious lover is he of the vulgar fort, who is in love with the body rather than 
the mind. For he is not a lafting lover, being in love with a thing which is 
not lafting ; fince, with the flower of youth ™ when that is gone which he 
admired, the lover himfelf too takes wing and flies away, fhaming all his 
fine {peeches and fair promifes. But the man who is in love with his mif- 
trefs’s moral chara&ter, when her difpofition and manners are fettled in what 
is right, he is a lover who abides through life, as being united with that 
which is durable and abiding. Our law wills accordingly, that all lovers 
fhould be well and fairly proved; and that, after fuch probation, upon fome 
the favours of the fair fhould be beftowed, to others they fhould be conftantly 
refufed. It encourages, therefore, the lover to purfue, but bids the beloved 
party fly: by all ways of trial, and in every kind of combat, making it ap- 
pear of which fort the lover is, and of which fort his miftrefs. For this 
reafon it is that the law deems it difhonourable, in the firft place, to be won 
foon or eafily ; in order that time may be gained; for of the truth of many 
things time feems to be the faireft teft: in the next place, it is held difho- 
-nourable for the fair one to be won by confiderations of profit or power; 
whether fhe be ufed ill, or terrified, and therefore yield, through want of 
noble endurance ; or whether fhe be flattered with riches or rank, and de- 
fpife not fuch kind of obligations. For none of thefe things appear fixed or 
durable; much lefs can they give rife to any generous friendfhip. There 
remains then one only way, in which, according to our law, the fair one 
may honourably yield, and confent to her lover’s pafon. For, as any kind 
of fervitude which the lover undergoes of his own free choice in the fervice 


* The Greek of this paflage, aua yap Ty Tou cwuaros abei Anyovti, umep npa, we have tranflated 
according to the following minute alteration of only one word, aua yap—avbet, Anyoutos dumEp nce. 
The very next words, oixsta: axonmtapevos, allude to a verfe of Homer’s, the gift in the fecond 
book of the Iliad; where he {peaks of the departure of the dream fent to Agamemnon. By which 
allufion Plato teaches the fair and young, that the promifes of fuch lovers as are here fpoken of 
are flattering and deceitful, and, like thac falfe dream, tend only to delude and ruin.—S. 
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of his miftrefs is not by our law deemed adulation, nor accounted a matter 
of difgrace; fo, on the other part, there is left only one other fervitude or 
compliance not difgraceful in the fair; and this is that which is for the fake 
of virtue. For it is a fettled rule with us, that whoever pays any court or 
attendance, whoever yields any fervice or compliance to another, in expecta- 
tion of receiving by his means improvement in wifdom, or in any other 
branch of virtue, is not by fuch voluntary fubjection guilty of fervility or bafe 
adulation. Now thefe two rules are to correfpond one with the other, and 
muft concur to the fame end, the rule relating to lovers, and this which con- 
cerns philofophy and every other part of virtue, in order to make it honour- 
able in the fair one to comply with her lover’s paffion. For, when the lover 
and his miftrefs meet together, bringing with them their refpeétive rules, 
each of them; the lover, his—that it is right to minifter auy way to the fer- 
vice of his miftrefs; the fair one, hers—that it is right to yield any fervice or 
compliance to the perfon who improves her in wifdom and in virtue ; the one 
alfo, with abilities to teach and to make better; the other, with a defire of 
inftruéction and the being bettered ;—then, both thofe rules thus correfponding 
and confpiring, in thefe circumftances only, and in no other, it falls out, by 
a concurrence of all the neceffary requifites, to be honourable in the fair one 
to gratify her lover. Befides, in this cafe it is no difhonour to her to be de- 
ceived: but, in the cafe of compliance on any other terms, fhe incurs fhame 
equally, whether fhe be deceived or not. For if, on a fuppofition of her 
lover’s being wealthy, fhe yields to him with a view of enriching herfelf, 
but is difappointed, and gets nothing from her paramour, whom at length 
fhe difcovers to be poor, it is not at all the lefs difhonourable to her : becaufe 
fuch a woman difcovers openly her own heart, and makes it appear, that for 
the fake of wealth fhe would yield any thing to any perfon : and this is highly 
difhonourable and bafe. But if, imagining her lover to be a good man, and 
with a view to her own improvement in virtue through the friendfhip of her 
lover, the yields to him, and is deceived, finding him a bad man, unpoffeffed 
of virtue, her difappointment, however, is {till honourable to her: for a dif- 
covery has been alfo made of her aims; and it has appeared evident, that as 
a means to acquire virtue, and to be made better, fhe was ready to refign to 
any man her all: and this is of all things the moft generous and noble. So 
entirely and abfolutely honourable is it in the fair one to comply for the fake 
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of virtue. This is that Love, the offspring of the celeftial Venus, himfelf 
celeftial; of high importance to the public intereft, and no lefs valuable to 
private perfons; compelling as well the lover, as the beloved, with the ut- 
moft care to cultivate virtue. All the other Loves hold of the other Venus, 
of her the vulgar. Thus much, Phedrus, have I to contribute on this fud- 
den call to the fubje&t you have propofed to us, the praife of Love. 

Paufanias here paufing,—for I learn from the wife to ufe parities ' in {peak- 
ing, and words of fimilar found ; Ariftodemus told me, it came next in turn to 
Ariftophanes to fpeak: but whether from repletion, or whatever elfe was the 
caufe, he happened to be feized with a fit of the hiccups °, and confequently 
became unfit for fpeech-making. Upon which, as he fat next to Eryxima- 
chus the phyfician, he addreffed him thus: Eryximachus, fays he, you muft 
either drive away my hiccups, or {peak in my turn till they have left me.— 
To which Eryximachus replied, Well ; I will do both. I will fpeak in your 
turn, and you, when your hiccups are gone, fhall {peak in mine: and while 
I am fpeaking, if you hold your breath for a confiderable time, your hiccups, 
perhaps, will have an end. Should they continue, notwith{tanding, then 
gargle your throat with water. But if they are very obftinate, take fome 
fuch thing as this feather, and tickle your nofe till you provoke a {neezing. 


When you have f{neezed once or twice, your hiccups will ceafe, be they 
ever 


* Thefe little ornaments of ftyle were introduced into oratory, and taught firt by Gorgias ; 
who, it is probable, had obferved them there, where every beauty and ornament of fpeech, great or 
little, is to be found, that is, in Homer. Ifocrates, who had ftudied the art of oratory under 
Gorgias, feems to have received from him what his own judgment when mature afterwards re- 
je&ted, the immoderate and ill-timed ufe of thofe fuperficial ornaments. The foregoing fpeech 
of Paufanias, in imitation of Ifocrates, abounds with various kinds of them, and thofe the moft 
puerile and petty; which it was impofhible for us to preferve or imitate, in tranflating thofe paf- 
fages into Englith; becaufe, though all languages admit them, yet every language varies from 
every other in the fignification of almoft all thofe words where they are found. An inftance of 
this appears in the paflage now before us, where the Greek Tavoawou de xavocuevov, tranilated 
juftly, runs thus, * When Paufanias had ceafed fpeaking,” that is, had ended his fpeech. But 
all fimilarity of found would thus entirely be deftroyed. As, therefore, it was neceflary in this 
place to preferve it in fome meafure, however imperfectly, we found ourfelves obliged here to 
make fenfe give way to found.—S. 

2 See the Life of Plato by Olympiodorus, in Vol. I. of this work.—T. 


@ Hippocrates, in Aphorifm. fe&t. vi. n. 13. and Celfus, in lib. ii. c. 8. aure us, that “if {neez- 
302 ing 


468 THE BANQUET. 


ever fo violent.—As foon as you begin your fpeech, fays Ariftophanes, I 
fhall fet about doing what you bid me.—Eryximachus then began in this 
manner : 


THE SPEECH OF ERYXIMACHUS. 


SINCE Paufanias, after fetting out fo excellently well, ended his difcourfe 
imperfectly, it feems a tafk incumbent on me, to finifh the argument 
which he began. For, in diftinguifhing two different kinds of Love, he made, 
I think, a very proper and juft diftinétion. But that Love gives us an 
attraction not only to beautiful perfons, but to many other things befide ; 
and that he dwells not only in human hearts, but has alfo his feat in other 
beings, in the bodies of all animals, and in the vegetable productions of the 
earth; in fine, that he lives throughout all nature; my own art, that of 
medicine, has given me occafion to obferve; and to remark, how great and 
wonderful a God is Love, ftretching every where his attractive power, and 
reaching at all things, whether human or divine. I fhall inftance firt in 
medicine; that I may pay my firft regards to my own profeffion. I fay 
then, that our bodies partake of this twofold love. For bodily health and 
difeafe bear an analogy to the two different difpofitions of the foul men- 
tioned by Paufanias. And as the body ina ftate of health, and the body 
when difeafed, are in themfelves very different one from the other, fo they 
love and long for very different things. The love in a healthy body is of 
one kind; the love in a difeafed body is of another kind, quite different. 
Now, as Pauianias fays, it is honourable to comply with a good lover, but 
difhoncurable to vield to one who is vicious: fo is it with refpe& to the 
body : whatever is in a found and healthy ftate, it is commendable and right 
to pleafe ; it is the phyfician’s duty fo to do, and the effectual doing of it 


ing comes upon a man in a fit of the hiccups, it puts an end to the diforder.” Upon this general 
rule, no doubt, was founded the prefent prefcription of Eryximachus. Dr. G. E. Stahl, however, 
ufed to tell his pupils, as appears from his Collegium minus, ca‘. 5 3. that the rule indeed was true, 
where the {neezing was fpontaneous, or the work of nature; but that a fneezing procured by art, 
or forced, was never recommended. ‘¢ Sternutationes,” fays he, “‘ fponte fingultui fupervenientes, 
folvunt quidem fingultum ; fed arte produQe non commendantur?” But we muft remark, that 
this great modern is-here putting the cafe, not of the hiccups when they are the only diforder; 
but of a malignant fever, and thofe fymptomatic hiccups which are often the concomitants of 
that and other dangerous difeafes.—S. 
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denotes him truly a phyfician ". But to gratify that which is difeafed and 
bad, is blameable *; and the phyfician, who would praétife agreeably to the 
rules of art, muft deny it the gratification which it demands 3. For medical 
fcience, to give a {ummary and brief account of it, is the knowledge of 
thofe amorous paffions of the body, which tend to filling and emptying *. 
Accordingly, the man who in thefe paffions or appetites can diftinguith the 
right love from that which is wrong, he has moft of all men the fcience 
belonging to a phyfician. And the man who is able to effe€t a change, fo 
as in the place of one of thofe loves to introduce the other; and knows 
how to infufe love into thofe bodies which have it not, yet ought to have 
it; and how to expell a love with which they are but ought not to be 


? The words ufed by Plato, in this place, are ftill ftronger, and fignify—‘ denominates him a 
phyfician.” For the prefervation of health, through a right ufe of the non-naturals, that is, fuch a 
one as is agreeable to nature, refpecting the difference of fex, age, temperament of body, climate, 
feafon of the year, and other circumftances, was accounted in the days of Plato not only a part, 
but the principal one too, of the art of medicine ; and was by the old Greek phyficians carried to 
a degree of accuracy and perfection abfolutely unknown or totally neglected in after-ages.—S. . 

2 This paffage is illuftrated by that of Hippocrates, near the end of his treatife de Morbo Sacro. 
Xpn— pn ausi Ta vovonpata, AMAA omevdesy TPUX EW, NPOTQ-POVTAS TN VOUT TI TOMELIWTATOV EXAOTH, AN TO 
Qiaov xas curmbes* UTO pey yap Tns cuvnbeias Jarre xai avéerat, uo Je Tou morspou hwet xai apauvpouTai. 
Having fpoken of nourifhment, he fays, that “the phyfician fhould take care not to nourifh and 
increafe difeafes, but as foon as pofhble to exhauft and wear them out; applying to every difeafe 
that which is hoftile and repugnant to it the moft, not that which is friendly, of the fame temper 
with it, or habitual to it: for by the latter it acquires growth and vigour; by the former it decays 
and is extinguifhed.” This, by the way, is the foundation of an excellent practic rule ; and that 
is, in chronical difeafes fometimes to change the medicines, though at firft found ever fo beneficial, 
when they are become too familiar, and the difeafe is habituated to bear them ; for they would 
then by degrees lofe their efhcacy.—S. 

3 To adminifler proper remedies, fays our great mafter, is to counteract the genius or nature 
of the difeafe; and never to concur or corrrefpond with it. Ineis avrivoov, [f. xai] pn opcvoew To 
aaben. Hippoc. Epidem. l. vi. § 5. n. 7—S. 

4 What follows, when fript of the metaphor neceflary on the occafion, is the fame thing with 
this of Hippocrates, Ta evavtia tuv savtiwy sot mpata, Jarpixn yap ers aposbecis xai apaiptsıs" 
aPaipecis HEV TUV UTEpCarrovTuv, Wpocbsais Je Twy EArELTOVTWY. Ô de x2ZANTTA TOUTO TOEWY, APITTOG MTPS- 
Lib. de Flatibus, not far from the beginning. ‘Contraries are a cure one for the other. For the 
practice of the art of medicine confifts of two operations, adding and fubtraQting ; or fupplying 
and drawing of; a drawing off of that which is over-abundant, a fupplying of that which is 

- deficient. Whoever can perform thefe in the beft manner, he is the beft phyfician.”—S. 


poffeffed ; 
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poffeffed; he is a fkilful praĉtifer of his art. For thofe things in the body 
which are moft at variance muft he be able to reconcile to each other €, 
and to conciliate amity between them and mutual love. The things moft at 
variance are fuch as are the moft contrary one to the other; as the cold is 
to the hot, the bitter to the fweet, the dry to the moift, and all others of 
that fort”. Into thefe things, thus at variance, our anceftor Æfculapius 
had power to tnfpire a {pirit of love and concord; and, as our friends here 
the poets tell us, and as I believe, framing into a fyftem the rules for fo 
doing, was properly the author of our art. So that medicine, in the manner 
I have defcribed, is all under the dire€tion and management of Love. So is 
the gymnaftic art in like manner 3; and fo is the art of agriculture*. And 
that mufic is fo too, is evident to every man who confiders the nature of 
this art with the leaft attention; and is perhaps the very thing which Hera- 
clitus meant to fay: for his way of expreffing himfelf is inaccurate and 
obfcure. ‘ The one,” fays he, “ difagreeing with itfelf, yet proceeds in 
amicable concord; like the harmony made by the bow and lyre.” Now it 


1 See Hippocrates, throughout his treatife de Natura Hominis.—S. 

2 That is, all fuch contrary qualities in the humours of the body as are diftinguifhable by fenfe.—S. 

3 The end of the medical art is health; that of the gymnattic is ftrength, or an athletic habit 
of body. But in the means they make ufe of to gain their feveral ends, favouring and indulging 
the difpofition of body which is right, counteracting and correcting fuch as are wrong, thefe arts 
are exactly analogous one to the other.—S. 

* The genius and condition of the foil bear an analogy to the temperament and prefent ftate 
of the body; the different kinds of manure and other cultivation are analogous to food and medi- 
cine. A good foilis improved by a manure homogeneous to it; a bad foil meliorated by an 
oppofite method of cultivation, altering its nature and condition. As to the metaphor, the fame 
has been always uled in agriculture to this day. We fay, that fuch a foil loves fuch a manure 3 
and that fuch a tree, plant, or other vegetable, loves and delights in fuch a foil; when they are 
correfpondent, when the nature of the one is fitted to that of the other, and is favourable to it in 
making it thrive and flourifh.—S. 

5 The author of the treatife Meps xecyov, Concerning the world, printed among the works of 
Ariftotle, and ufually afcribed to him, though not from any decifive authority, cites the following 
paffage from the fame Heraclitus, which may ferve to illuftrate the prefent: cuvaeras ovra xxs ovxs 
oura, TUUPEPOLEVOY xai diaPEpouevov, Tuvadoy xas Diadev, nat ex Tavtuy iv, Kat tÈ Eves Wavta. i.e. “ You 
muft connect the perfect and the imperfect, the agreeing and the difagreeing, the confonant and 
the diffonant, and from all things one, and from one all things.” In which paflage, by the one from 
all things he means the univerfe ; and by all things from one, he in'i «ates the fubfiftence of all things 
£rom the one, the ineffable principle of all.—T. 
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is very abfurd to fay, that in harmony any difagreement can find place; or 
that the component parts of ha mony can ever difagree. But his meaning 
perhaps was this; that things in their own nature difagreeing, that is, founds» 
fome fhrill and others deep, at length brought to an agreement by the mufi- 
cal art, compofe harmony. For harmony cannot confit of fhrill and deep 
founds, whilft they remain in difagreement : becaufe harmony is confonance, 
or a confpiration of founds; and confonance is one kind of agreement: but 
it is impoffible that any agreement fhould be between difagreeing things, fo 
long as they difagree: and no lefs impoffible is it, that things between 
which there is no agreement fhould at the fame time harmonize together, 
fo as to produce harmony. And as it is with found fo is it with motion; 
the quick meafures and the flow ones, by nature difagreeing, but afterwards 
brought to agree together, compofe rhythm. In both thefe cafes', where 
things differ and are oppofite to one another, it is the art of mufic which 
brings about the reconcilement and agreement; juft as the art of medicine 
does in the former cafe °; infpiring them in the fame manner with the 
fpirit of love and concord. And thus mufical {cience is the knowledge of 
thofe amorous conjun€tions whofe offspring are harmony and rhythm. 
Now in the fyftems themfelves, whether of harmony or of rhythm, there is 
no difficulty at all in knowing the amorous conjunétions: for here love is 
not diftinguifhed into two kinds. But when the intention is to apply 
rhythm and harmony to the ears of fome audience, then comes the difficulty ; 
then is there need of a fkilful artift, whether in compofing the odes, and 
fetting them to mufic, or in making a right choice of thofe ready compofed 
and fet?, and properly adapting them to the geniuses cf youth. For here 
that diftin€tion takes place; here muft we recur again to that rule of Pau- 
fanias, that the decent, the well-ordered, and the virtuous it is right to 

gratify, 

™ That of difagreeing founds, and that of difagreeing meafures of time.—S. 

a That of the difagreeing qualities of the humours in a human body.—S. 

8 Poetry and mufic were employed by the Grecian mafters of education as a principal means 
to form the manners of their youth, to infpire them with becoming fentiments, and excite them 
to worthy aétions. In the choice, therefore, of poetry and mufic, proper for this purpofe, great 
judgment was ufed, and much care taken. It was not left, as now-a-days, to the fancy or humour 
of men, whofe profeffion is only to teach words, or mufical notes, with their feveral combinations. 


Legiflators and magiftrates then thought it an objeét the moft worthy of their own attention: and 
the 
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gratify, for the fake of preferving their love, and of improving fuch as are 
yet deficient in virtue. The Love by whom thefe are infpired is the noble, 
the celeftial; that Love who attends the celeftial mufe. But the attendant 
of Polyhymnia, and the follower of every mufe at random, is the other Love, 
he of the vulgar kind: whom we ought cautioufly to indulge, whenever we 
indulge him; that he may enjoy his own pleafures without introducing 
diforder and debauchery. And this is an affair of no lefs difficulty than in 
our art it is to manage prudently the appetites which regard the table; fo 
as to permit them the enjoyment of their proper pleafures, without danger 
of difeafes. Thus, in the practice of mufic, and of medicine, and in every 
other employment, whether human or divine, we are to preferve, as far as 
confiftently we may, both Loves: for both are to be found in all things '. 
Full of both is the conftitution of the annual feafons. And when thofe 
contraries in nature before mentioned, the hot and the cold, the dry and 
the moift, under the influence of the modeft Love, admit a fober correfpond- 
ence together, and temperate commixture; they bring along with them, 
when they come, fair feafons, fine weather, and health to men, brute ani- 
mals, and plants, doing injury to none. But when that Love who infpires 
lawlefs and ungoverned paffion prevails in the conftitution of the feafon, he 
corrupts, injures and ruins many of the fair forms of nature. For the ufual 
fruits of this Love are plagues, and other preter-natural difeafes, which come 
upon animals, and vegetables too; mildews, hail-ftorms, and blights being 
generated from the irregular ftate of the amorous affeétions in thofe elemen- 
tary beings, and the want of temperance in their conjunétions : the know- 
ledge of which their amorous affections, and confequent conjunctions, con- 
fidered as owing to the afpedts of the heavenly bodies, and as refpeéting the 
feafons of the year, is called aftronomy, Further, all kinds of facrifice, and 
all the fubjeéts of the diviner’s art *, thofe agents employed in carrying on 


the greateft philofophers, who framed models of government according to ideal perfection, or 
laid down maxims fit to be obferved by every wife ftate, treat it as a fubjec of higheft import- 
ance; and accordingly are very exact and particular in explaining the natural effects of every 
fpecies of mufic, or mufical poetry, on the mind. See Plato’s Republic, b. ii. and iii. his Laws, 
b. ii. and vii. and Ariftotle’s Politics, b. viii-.—S. 

* That is, the rational, the regular, and the fober, together with the fenfual, the lawlefs, and 
the wild or infinite. See Plato’s Philebus, throughout. 

* Such as dreams, omens, the flight of birds, &c. 

a reciprocal 
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a reciprocal intercourfe between the Gods and mortals, are employed with 
no other view than to preferve the right love, and cure that which is 
wrong. For every fpecies of impiety is the ufual confequence of not yield- 
ing to and gratifying the better Love, the regular; and of not paying to 
him, but to the other Love ', our principal regards, in every thing we do 
relating to our parents, whether living or deceafed, and in every thing re- 
lating to the Gods. In all fuch cafes, to fuperintend the Loves, to cherith 
the right, and cure the wrong, is the bufinefs of divination. And thus 
Divination is an artift, fkilled in procuring and promoting friendlinefs and 
good correfpondence between the Gods and men, through her knowledge of 
what amorous affections in men tend to piety and juitice, and what are 
oppofite to thefe, and lead the contrary way. So widely extenfive, fo highly 
predominant, or rather all-prevailing, is the power of Love. Of all love in 
general this is true; but ef{pecially, and the moft true is it, of that Love who 
attains his ends in the attainment of good things, and enjoys them without 
ever exceeding the bounds of temperance, or violating the laws of juftice. 
For it is this Love who bears the chief {way both in the human nature and 
the divine; it is this Love who procures for us every kind of happinefs ; 
enabling us to live in focial converfe one with another, and in friendfhis 
with beings fo much fuperior to ourfelves, the Gods. It is poffible now 
after all, that, in the panegyric I have made on Love, I may have omitted, 
as well as Paufanias, many topics of his due praife: it has not, however, 
been done defignedly; and if I have left aught unfaid, it is your bufinefs, 
Ariftophanes, to fupply that deficiency : or, if your intentions are to celebrate 
the God in a different way, now that vour hiccups are over, you may begin. 

To this Ariftophanes replied, I am now indeed no longer troubled with 
my hiccups: but they would not be eafy before I brought the f{neezings to 
them. I wonder that a modeft and decent part of the body fhould be in 
Jove with and long for thefe ticklings, or be pleafed with fuch boifterous 


t In the Greek text fome corruption has here crept in. Stephens has endeavoured to amend 
it in a manner agreeable to Plato’s ftyle in other places, it muft be confeffed. Yet we muft pre- 
fer the omiffion of the word gepi before tov Erepov, becaufe the fentence is made much eafier by this 
alteration ; and becaufe the accidental infertion of the word asp: may ealily be accoun‘ed for; as 
svill appear to any good critic in this way, who will be pleafed to confule the original.—S. 
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roaring noifes, fuch as fneezing is: for, as foon as I had procured it a goođ 
fneezing, immediately it was quiet.—Eryximachus upon this faid, Friend 
Ariftophanes, confider what you are about: you are raifing up a fpirit of 
ridicule here, juft as you are going to begin your fpeech; and put me upon 
the watch, to lay hold of fomething or other in it for the company to laugh 
at, when you might, if you pleafed, have fpoken in quiet.—To which Arifto- 
phanes in a good-humoured way replied, You are in the right, Eryximachus: 
what I faid juft now, let it be looked on as unfaid. But, pray, do not watch 
me. For I am in pain for the fpeech I am going to make; not for fear thers 
fhould be any thing in it to laugh at; for a laugh would be an advantage 
gained to me, and the natural produét of my mufe ; but for fear it fhould be 
really in itfelf ridiculous——You fhoot your bolt, Ariftophanes, faid Eryxima- 
chus, and then think to march off. But take care of what you fay, and 
expect to be called to a ftri€t account for it. Perhaps, however, I fhall be 
gracious enough to {pare you.—Ariftophanes then began ; 
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MY intentions, Eryximachus, are to {peak in a way very different, I affure 
you, from the way taken by you and Paufanias in your fpeeches. To ms 
men feem utterly infenfible what the power of Love is. For, were they fen- 
fible of it, they would build temples and ereé altars to him the moft magni- 
ficent, and would offer to him the nobleft facrifices. He would not be 
neglected as he is now, when none of thefe honours are paid him, though, of 
all the Gods, Love ought the moft to be thus honoured. For, of all the Gods, 
Love is the moft friendly to man, his relief ? and remedy in thofe evils the 
perfe&t cure of which would be productive of the higheft happinefs to the 
whole human race. I will do my beft, therefore, to make his power known 
to you, and you fhall teach it to others. But you muft firft be informed 
what the human nature is, and what changes it has undergone. For our 
nature of old was different from what it is at prefent. In the firft place, 


* Tarpos tourwy, that is, xaxwy, not avbpwrwv, as Racine, and all the former tranflators except 
Cornarius, erroneoufly imagined. ‘Their miftake was owing plainly to the wrong punctuation in 


all editions of the original in this place.—S. 
there 
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there were antiently three forts ', or fubordinate fpecies, of the human kind; 
not as at prefent, only two, male and female; there being, then, a third 
fpecies befide, which partook of both the others: the name only of which 
fpecies now remains, the fpecies itfelf being extinét and loft. For then ex- 
ifted a€tually and flourifhed hermaphrodites, who partook of both the other 
{pecies, the male and the female. But they are now become merely a name, 
a name of abufe and of reproach. In the next place, the entire form of every 
individual of the human kind was cylindrical ; for their bodies, back and fides 
together, were every where, from top to bottom, circular. Every one had 
four hands, and the fame number of legs. They had two faces, each, upon 
their round necks, every way both alike: but thefe two faces belonged but 
to one head ; on the fides of which were placed thefe faces, oppofite one to 
the other. Each had alfo four ears, and two diftinétions of the fex. From 
this defcription, it is eafy to conceive how all the other parts of the human 
body were doubled. They walked upon whichever legs they pleafed, on any 
fide; and, as they walk now, upright. But when any one wanted to go 
with expedition, then, as tumblers, after pitching on their hands, throw 
their legs upward, and bring them over, and thus tumble themfelves round ; 
in the fame manner did the people of thofe days, fupported by their eight limbs 
alternately, and wheeled along with great difpatch. Now you are to know, 
that thefe three fpecies of the human race were precifely fo many in num- 
ber, and their bodies made in fuch a form, for this reafon,—becaufe the male 
kind was produced originally by the fun, the female rofe from the earth, and 
the third, which partook of the other two, was the offspring of the moon ; 


t Plato is fo far from being a carelefs writer, that he has always fome concealed and important 
meaning, even in things apparently the moft trivial and abfurd. For what can be apparently more 
abfurd than this account which Ariftophanes gives of the changes which the human nature has 
undergone? And yet it occultly infinuates a very important truth, that kindred human fouls, 
both of a male and female charaéteriftic, were in a more perfect {tate of exiftence united with each 
other, much more profoundly than they can be in the prefent ftate. However, though it infinu- 
ates a more perfect condition of being, yet it is by no means that of the foul in its higheft ftate of 
felicity. For the cylindric bodies indicate its being Rill canverfant with, or rclling about, genera- 
tion, i. e. the regions under the moon. Plato, therefore, probably indicates in this fable an 2érial 
condition of being. For though the foul, while living there in a defcending condition, is in reality 
in a fallen ftate, yet fhe is more perfect than when refident on the earth. Agreeably, and perhaps 
with allufion to this fable, which I doubt not is of greater antiquity than Plato, Pythagoras defined 
a friend to be a man's other felf.—T. 

3r 2 for 
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for the moon, you know, partakes of both the others, the fun and the earth. 
The bodies, therefore, of each kind were round, and the manner of their 
running was circular, in refemblance of their firft parents. Their force and 
ftrength were prodigious; their minds elevated and haughty; fo they under- 
took to invade heaven. And of them is related the fame fact which Homer 
relates of Ephialtus and Otus, that they fet about raifing an afcent up to the 
ikies, with intention to attack the Gods. Upon which Jupiter and the other 
Deities confulted together what they fhould do to thefe rebels’; but could 
come to no determination about the punifhment proper to be inflicted on them. 
They could not refolve upon deftroying them by thunder, as they did the 
giants; for thus the whole human race would be extiné&; and then the ho- 
nours paid them by that race would be extinét together with it, and their 
temples come to ruin. Nor yet could they fuffer thofe mortals to continue 
in their infolence. At length Jupiter, after much confideration of fo difficult 
a cafe, faid, I have a device, by which the race of men may be preferved, and 
yet an end put to their infolence ; as my device will much diminifh the great- 
nefs of their flrength. For I intend, you muft know, to divide every one of 
them into two: by which means their ftrength will be much abated, and at 
the fame time their number much increafed, to our advantage and the in- 
creafe of ourhonour. They fhall walk upright upon two legs; and if any 
remains of infolence fhall ever appear in them, and they refolve not to be at 
quiet, I will again divide them, each into two; and they fhall go upon one 
leg, hopping. As he faid, fo did he; he cut all the human race in twain, as 
people cut eggs” to falt them for keeping. ‘The face, together with the 
half- 


* Human fouls, though in a more excellent condition of being when living in the air than when 
inhabitants of the earth, yet when they are defcending, or gravitating to earth, they may be juftly 
called rebels, becaufe they not only abandon their true country, but are hoftile to its manners and. 
laws. Hence, as they no longer cherifh, but oppofe, legitimate conceptions of divine natures, they 
may be juflly faid to be hoftile to the Gods.—T. 

2 The Greek original in this place ftands at full length thus: aomep of ta wa TEpvevTes Kat MEAAOY— 
Tes TOpIXEVEW, n womep ci Ta wa Tag Iikw Now the abfurdity of fuppofing eggs ever to have been 
cut with hairs, when knives, much better inftruments for that purpofe, were at hand, firft led us 
to imagine that the paflage might be corrupt. On a little examination, it appeared probable to us, 
from the repetition of the words gnep oi ta wa, thar the latter part of this fentence was nothing 
more than a various reading in the margin of fome antient copy. Trying, then, the two laft words, 
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half-neck of every half-body, he ordered Apollo to turn half round, and fix 
it on that fide where the other half of the body was cut off; with intention 
that all people, viewing themfelves on that fide where they had fuffered the 
lofs of half themfelves, might be brought to a fober way of thinking, and 
learn to behave with more modefty. For what remained necellary to be 
done, he bid him exercife his own healing art.—Accordingly, Apollo turned 
the face of every one about to the reverfe of its former fituation: and draw- 
ing the fkin together, like a purfe, from all parts of the body, over that which 
is Now called the belly, up to one orifice or opening, he tied up at the middle 
of the belly this orifice, now called the navel. He then finoothed moft part 
of the wrinkles of the fkin, after having framed the bones of the breaft uader 
it; in the fame manner as fhoemakers {mooth the wrinkles of the leather, 
when they have itretched it upon the laft. But a few wrinkles, thofe on the 
belly and navel, he let remain, for a memorial of their old crime and punih- 
ment. Now, when all the human race were thus bifected, every fetion 
longed for its fellow half. And when thefe happened to meet together, they 
mutually embraced, folded in each other’s arms, and withing they could 
grow together and be united. The confequence of this was, that they both 
died, through famine, and the other evils naturally brought on by idlenefs, And 
if one of thefe halves died, and left the other behind, the furviving half was 
immediately employed in looking about for another partner ; and whether it 
happened to meet with the half of a whole woman, (which half we now call 
a woman,) or with the half of a whole man, they were continually embra- 
cing. After all, Jupiter, feeing them thus in danger of deftruétion, took pity 
on them, and contrived another device; which was, to place the diftinétion 
of fex before: for till then this had ftill remained on the other fide; and 


vais Xew, by the abbreviations common in old manufcripts, we made our conjecture ftill more 
probable (to ourfelves at leaft) by reading the latter part of the fentence thus :—ñ, done ta we 
mtpvovres sig Tapixevow, which words we fuppofe written in the margin after this manner, 4 domep 
ù ta wa t. sç Tapixow. the initial letter of texvovrss being put for the whole word, as ufual in fuch 
cafes. Thus the laft words, being read (as it was common to do for the greater expedition) by 
fome ignorant librarian to the new copyitt, literally as they were written, were eafily miitaken by 
a writer unattentive to the fenfe, and made ras Saéw. ‘That it was cuftomary with the antients 
to falt and pickle eggs for keeping, after boiling them hard, (it is to be fuppofed,) and cutting them 
in two, we learn from Alexis the comic poet, as cited by Athenzus, pag. 57 and 60, as allo from 
Columella : which Jaft-mentioned author tells us further, that fometimes they were hardened for 
that purpofe in a pickle heated over the are.—S. 


they 
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they had engendered, not one with another, but with the earth, like grafs- 
hoppers. This fcheme Jupiter carried into execution ; and thus made the 
work of generation to be thenceforth carried on by both fexes jointly, the 
female conceiving from the male. Now, in making this the fole way of 
generating, Jupiter had thefe ends in view: that, if a man fhould meet with 
a woman, they might, in the embrace, generate together, and the human 
kind be thus continued ; but if he met with another man, that then both 
might be furfeited with fuch commixture; and that, immediately ceafing 
from their embraces, they might apply themfelves to bufinefs, and turn their 
ftudies and purfuits to the other affairs of life. From all this it appears how 
deeply mutual love is implanted by nature in all of the human race ; bringing 
them again to their priftine form ; coupling them together ; endeavouring 
out of two to make one, and thus to remedy the evils introduced imto the 
human nature. So that every one of us at prefent is but the tally of a human 
creature; which has been cut like a polypus’, and out of one made 
two. Hence it comes, that we are all in continual fearch of our feveral 
counterparts, to tally with us. As many men, accordingly, as are fections 
of that double form called the hermaphrodite, are lovers of women: and of 
this {pecies are the multitude of rakes. So, on the other hand, as many 
women as are addicted to the love of men are fprung from the fame am- 
phibious race. But fuch women as are feétions of the female form are not 
much inclined to men ; their affeGions tend rather to their own fex: and of 
this kind are the Sapphic lovers. Men, in like manner, fuch as are fections 
of the male form, follow the males: and whilft they are children, being 
originally fragments of men, it is men they love, and it is in men’s company 
and careffes hey are moft delighted. Thofe children and thofe youths who 
are of this fort are the beft, as being the moft manly in their temper and 
difpofition, Some people, I know, fay, they are fhamelefs and impudent: 
but in this they wrong them ; for it is not impudence and want of modefty, 
but it is manly affurance, with a manly temper and turn of mind, by which 


* All learned naturalifts know the great uncertainty we are in now-a-days concerning the 
rarer animals of all kinds mentioned by the antients. Under this difficulty of afcertaining what 
animal is meant by the Yarra mentioned here by Plato, we have tranflated it a polypus, becaufe 
the wonderful property afcribed here to the Ynrra is the fame with that in the polypus, which 
a few years fince afforded great entertainment to the virtuofi in many parts of Europe.—S. 
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they are led to affociate with thofe whom they refemble. A fhrewd con- 
jeCture may hence be formed, from what race they originally {pring ; a con- 
jecture juftified by their conduét afterwards. For only boys of this manly kind, 
when they arrive at the age of maturity, apply themielves to political affairs ': 
and as they advance further in the age of manhood, they delight to encourage 
and forward the youth of their own fex in manly ftudies and employments ; 
but have naturally no inclination to marry and beget children: they do it 
only in conformity to the laws, and would choofe to live unmarried, in a ftate 
of friendfhip. Such perfons as thefe are indeed by nature formed for friend- 
fhip folely, and to embrace always whatever is congenial with themfelves. 
Now, whenever it fortunes that a man meets with that very counterpart of 
himfelf, his other half, they are both {mitten with love in a wondrous man- 
ner; they recognife their antient intimacy ; they are f{trongly attracted toge- 
ther by a confcioufnefs that they belong to each other; and are unwilling to 
be parted, or become feparate again, though for ever fo fhort a time. Thofe 
pairs who of free choice live together throughout life, are fuch as have met 
with this good fortune. Yet are none of them able to tell what it is they 
would have one from the other. For it does not feem to be the venereal 
congrefs. In all appearance, it is not merely for the fake of this that they 
feel fuch extreme delight in the company of each other; and feek it, when 
they have it not, with fo eager a defire. It is evident, that their fouls long 
for fome other thing, which neither can explain; fomething which they can 
only give obfcure hints of, in the way of ænigmas ; and each party can only 
guefs at in the other, as it were, by divination. But when they are toge- 
ther, and careffing each other, were Vulcan to ftand by with his tools in his 
hand, and fay, ‘* Mortals! what is it ye want, and would have, one from the 
other #’—and finding them at a lofs what to anfwer, were he to demand of 
them again, and fay, ‘Is this what ye long for; to be united together with 
the moft entire union, fo as never, either by night or day, to be feparate from 
each other? If ye long for this, I will melt you down, both of you toge- 
ther, and together form you both again ; that, inftead of two, ye may bc- 
come one; whilft ye live, living a joint life, as one perfon ; and when ye 


* Ariftophanes in this fentence hints at Paufanias: but for fear his hint fhould not be appre- 
hended by the company, he takes care to explain it to them himfelf, near the conclufion of his 
Speech, by an ironical and affected caution in guarding againft the being fo underftood.—S. 
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come to die, dying at once one death ; and afterwards, in the ftate of fouls 
departed, continuing ftill undivided. Confider now within yourfelves, whe- 
ther ye like the propofal, and whether ye would be glad to have it carried 
into execution.” —I am certain, that not a fingle mortal to whom Vulcan 
fhould make this offer would reject it. It would appear that none had any 
other wifh; and every man would be confcious to himfelf, that the fecret 
defire which he had of old conceived in his heart, was at length brought to 
light and exprefled in clear language, that is, to be mingled and melted in 
with his beloved, and out of two to be made one. The caufe of which 
defire in us all is this, that our priftine nature was fuch as I have defcribed 
it; we were once whole. The defire and purfuit of this wholenefs of our 
nature, our becoming whole again, is called Love. For, as I faid, we were 
antiently one: but now, as a punifhment for our breach of the laws of 
juftice, the Gods have compelled us to live afunder in feparate bodies : juft 
as the people of Arcady are treated by the Spartans’. If, therefore, we be- 
have not to the Gods with reverence and decency, there is reafon to fear we 
fhall be again cleft in funder, and go about with our guilt delineated in our 
figure, like thofe who have their crimes engraven on pillars, our nofes flit, 
and our bodies fplit in two. The confideration of this fhould engage every 
man to promote the univerfal praétice of piety toward the Gods; that we 
may efcape this misfortune, and attain to that better ftate, as it fhall pleafe 
Love to guide and lead us. Above all, let none of us a@ in oppofition to 
this benign Deity ; whom none oppofe but fuch as are at enmity with the 
Gods. For, if we are reconciled to Love, and gain his favour, we {hall find 
out and meet with our naturally beloved, the other half of ourfelves ; which 


* As Arcadia confifted chiefly of plains and pafture lands, the people of that country had 
for many ages led a paftcral kind of life, difperfed in fmall villages; and lived in the enjoyment 
of perfe& peace and liberty. But in procefs of time, when they were in danger of failing under 
the yoke of the Spartans, their neighbours, whom they obferved a warlike people, growing in 
greatnefs, and afpiring to the dominion of all the Peloponnefus, they began to build and fortify 
cities, where they aflembled and confulted together for their common interefts. This union gave 
them courage, not only to be auxiliaries in war to the enemies cf the Spartans, but at length, as 
principals themielves, to make frequent inroads into the Spartan territories. The Spartans, there- 
fore, carrying the war into the country of the Arcadians, compelled them to demolifh the fortifi- 
cations of eheir chief cities, and even to quit their habiratious there, and return to their antient 
manner of living in villages.—S. 
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at prefent is the good fortune but of few. Eryximachus now muf not carp 
at what I fay, on a fufpicion that I mean Paufanias and Agatlo: though 
perhaps they may be of the fortunate few: but I fay it of all in general, 
whether men or women, through the whole human race, that every one of 
us might be happy, had we the perfection of Love, and were to meet with 
our own proper paramours, recovering thus the fimilitude of our priftine 
nature. If this fortune then be the beft abfolutely, it follows, that the beft 
in our prefent circumftances muft be that which approaches to it the 
neareft ; and that is, to meet with partners in love, whofe temper and dif- 
pofition are the moft agreeable and fimilar to our own. In giving glory to 
the divine caufe of this fimilarity and mutual fitnefs, we celebrate in a 
proper manner the praife of Love; a deity who gives us in our prefent 
, condition fo much relief and confolation, by leading us to our own again; 
and further, gives us the faireft hopes, that, if we pay due regard and reve- 
rence to the Gods, he will hereafter, in recovering to us our antient nature, 
and curing the evils we now endure, make us bleft and happy. 

Thus, Eryximachus, you have my fpeech concerning Love, a fpeech of 
a different kind from yours, and no way interfering with what you have 
faid. Therefore, as I defired of you before, do not, I pray you, make a 
jeft of it; that we may hear, peaceably and quietly, all the fpeeches which 
remain to be fpoken; or rather both the fpeeches; for I think only thofe 
of Agatho and Socrates are yet behind.—Well; I fhall not difobey you, 
faid Eryximachus: for I muft acknowledge that I have been highly enter- 
tained and pleafed with your fpeech. If I was not perfeétly well affured 
that Socrates and Agatho were deeply verfed in the fcience of Love, I fhould 
much fear they would be at a lofs for fomething to fay, fo copioufly and fo 
varioufly has the fubject been already handled. But now, notwithftanding 
this, I am under no concern about the fuccefs of thofe great mafters,—I do 
not wonder, faid Socrates, that you are free from all concern, Eryximachus, 
about the matter; fince you have come off fo honourably yourtelf, and are 
out of all danger. But if you were in the circumftances I am in, much 
more in thofe which I fhall be in when Agatho fhall have made his fpeech, 
your fears.would be not a few, and your diftreffes, like mine at prefent, no 
trifles.—I fee, faid Agatho, you have a mind, Socrates, by fuch fuggeftions, 
to do as enchanters do with their drugs, that is, to diforder and difturb my 
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thoughts, with imagining this company here to be big with expectations of 
hearing fome fine fpeech from me.—TI muft have forgotten then, Agatho, 
faid Socrates, the courage and greatnefs of mind which you difcovered 
lately, and of which I was a fpeétator, when you came upon the ftage, to- 
gether with the a@tors juft going to exhibit your compofitions ; when you 
Jooked fo large an audience in the face without being in the leaft daunted ; 
I muft have forgotten this, if I thought you could be now difturbed on 
account of us, who are comparatively fo few in number.—lI hope, Socrates, 
faid Agatho, you do not imagine me fo full of a theatre, as not to know 
that a few men of fenfe make an affembly more refpectable and awful toa 
man who thinks juftly, than a multitude of fools. —I fhould be greatly mif- 
taken indeed, faid Socrates, if I imagined in you, Agatho, any thing which 
favoured of rufticity or ill breeding. Iam fatisfied enough, that if you met 
with any whom you fuppofed wife, you would regard them more than you 
would che multitude. But I doubt we have no pretenfions to any fuch 
particular regard, becaufe we were at the theatre, and made a part of that 
multitude. The cafe, 1 fuppofe, is in truth this: Were you in the prefence 
of other fort of men, that is, the wife; in reverence to them, perhaps, you 
would be afhamed if you were then employed in any action you thought 
unbecoming or difhonourable. Is it not fo? or how fay you ?—lIt is true, 
faid Agatho.—And would you not, faid Socrates to him again, revere the 
multitude too, and be afhamed even in their prefence, if you were feen by 
them doing any thing you thought bafe or wrong ?—Phzedrus here interpofed ; 
and faid, My friend Agatho, if you go on giving anfwers to all the queftions 
put to you by Socrates, he will be under no manner of concern, what becomes 
of our affair of the fpeeches, or what the reft of us here are doing in the 
mean time. It is fufficient for him, if he has but fomebody to talk with in 
his own way, efpecially if it be a perfon whois handfome. I muft confefs I 
take much pleafure myfelf in hearing Socrates difpute: but it is neceflary 
for me to look to the affair I fet on foot myfelf, that of the panegyrics 
on Love, and to take care that I have a fpeech from every perfon in this 
affembly. When you have, each of you, paid your tribute to the God, 
you may then difpute, with all my heart, at your own pleafure.—You fay 
well, Phaedrus, faid Agatho; and nothing hinders but that I begin my fpeech. 
For I fhall not want frequent opportunities of difputing again with Socrates; 
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THE SPEECH OF AGATHO. 


I SHALL begin by fhowing in what way a panegyric on Love ought to be 
made‘, and then proceed that way in making one myfelf. For none of 
thofe who have gone before me have, in my opinion, celebrated the praife 
of Love; but all have made it their fole bufinefs to felicitate human kind 
upon the good they enjoy through the beneficence of that God. For what 
he is in himfelf, he from whom all this happinefs is derived, none of them 
has fhown. Now, whatever the fubje& of our panegyric be, there is but 
one right way to take in the compofing it: and that is, the fhowing how 
excellent is the nature, and how good are the operations or cffe&ts, of that 
perfon or thing we are to praife. In this way it is that we ought to make 
our panegyrics on Love; praifing, firft, the excellence and abfolute good- 
nefs of his own nature, and then his relative goodnefs to us in the bleffings 
he beftows. According to this method, I take upon me, in the firft place, 
to fay, if without offence to what is facred and divine I may be allowed to 
fay it, that, though all the Gods enjoy a ftate of bleffednefs, yet Love is 
bleft above all others, as he excells them all in beauty and in virtue. The 
moft beautiful he muft be, for thefe reafons: firft, in that he is the youngeft 
of the Gods, my Phedrus! Of this he himíelf gives us a convincing proof, 
by his running away from Old Age, and outrunning him who is evidently fo 
{wift-footed. For Old Age, you know, arrives and is with us fooner than 
we defire. Between Love and him there is a natural antipathy: fo that 
Love comes not within a wide diftance of him? ; but makes his abode with 


* The following fpeech abounds with wit; but it is wit of a rambling and inconfiftent kind, 
without any fixed idea; fo far is it from aiming at truth. The beginning of it is a juft fpeci- 
men of the whole. For after Agatho has undertaken to give a defcription of the perfon and 
qualities of Love under the very firft article of this defcription, the youthfulnefs of Love, he 
ufes the word /ove, in no fewer than four different fenfes. In the firft place, he means, as 
Socrates afterwards obferves of him, that which is loved, rather than that which loves; that iS, 
outward beauty, rather than the paffion which it excites. Immediately he changes this idea for 
that of the paffion itfelf. Then at once, without giving notice, he takes a flight to the firft caufe 
of orderly motion in the univerfe. And this he immediately confounds with the harmony of 
nature, the complete effect of that caufe. 

* We have taken the liberty of tranflating here, as if in the Greek it was printed oud? erro, 
orao WAngiaCuy, and not oud? oytos, m. m.—S. 
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youth, and is always found in company with the young. For, as the old 
proverb rightly has it, ‘‘ Like always goes to like.” I muf own, therefore, 
though I agree with Phedrus in many other of his“opinions, I cannot agree 
with him in this, that Love is elder than Saturn and Japetus. Of all the 
Gods, I affirm, he is the youngeft, and enjoys perpetual youth. Accord- 
ingly I contend, that, if any fuch events happened among the Gods as 
Hefiod and Parmenides report, they were occafioned by the power of 
Neceffity, not that of Love. For, had Love been with them, there had 
been no caftrations *, no chains, none of thofe many other aéts of violence 
had been done or fuffered amongft them: but friendfhip and peace had 
flourifhed in heaven, as they now do, and have ever done, {ince Love began 
his reign, and became chief amongft the Gods. Thus then it appears that 
Love is young. Nor is he lefs delicate and tender. But he wants a poet, 
fuch as Homer was, to exprefs in fit terms how great his tendernefs. Now 
Homer, where he tells us that Ate or Mifchief was a goddefs, of a fubtle and 
fine frame, thus defcribes the tendernefs and delicacy of her feet ; 


The tender-footed Goddefs fhuns the ground ; 
With airy ftep, upon the heads of men 

Sets her fine treading, and from head to head 
Trips it along full nimbly. 


The poet here produces a fair proof, I think, of her tendernefs, her going 
on the foft place rather than the hard. The fame argument fhall I make 
ufe of, to prove the tendernefs of Love. For he neither walks on the 
ground, nor goes upon human heads (which in truth are places not alto- 
gether foft); but the fofteft places poffible to be found does Love make the 
places of his range, and of his dwelling too. For in the manners and in the 
fouls of Gods and men he fixes his abode: not in all fouls indifcriminately ; 
for, if he lights on any whofe manners are rough, away he marches, and 
takes up his refidence in tender fouls, whofe manners are the fofteft. Since, 
therefore, with his feet, and all over his fine frame, he endures not to touch 
any but the fofteft perfons, nor in any but their fofteft parts, he cannot but 
be extremely delicate and tender. Thus have we feen that Love is full of 


1 For the proper manner in which thefe things are to be underftood, fee the apology for 
the fables of Homer, in Vol. I. of this work.—T. 
E youth, 
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youth, delicacy and tendernefs. He is, befides, of a foft and yielding fub- 
ftance. For it would be impoffible for him to diffufe himfelf through every 
part of us, and penetrate into our inmoft foul, or to make his firft entry 
and his final exit unperceived by us, if his fubftance were hard and refifting 
to the touch. But a clear proof of his yielding, eafy and pliant form is that 
gracefulnefs of perfon, which it is certain belongs to him in the higheft 
degree by the acknowledgment of all: for Ungracefulnefs and Love never 
agree, but are always vifibly at variance. That he excels in beauty of 
colour, is evident from his way of life, in that he is continually converfant 
with flowers, his own likenefs. For Love refides not in a body, or in a 
foul, or any other place, where flowers never {prung; or, if they did, where 
they are all fallen, and the place quite deflowered. But wherever a fpot 
ìs to be found flowery and fragrant, he there feats himfelf and dettles his 
abode. Concerning the beauty of this deity thus much is fufficient '; though 
much ftill remains unfaid. I am to fpeak next on the fubje& of his virtue °. 
And here the higheft praife which can be attributed to any being is juftly 
due to Love; that he does no injury to God or man ; nor by God or man 
can he be injured. He never aéts through compulfion or force himfelf; 
for compulfion or force cannot reach Love: nor ever forces he or compels 
others; for every being obeys freely and willingly every diftate and com- 
mand of Love: where both parties then are willing, and each is freely 
confenting to the other, thofe in the city who are kings, the laws, fay there 
is no injuftice done. But not only the perfection of juftice belongs to 
Love; he is equally endued with confummate temperance, For to be 
fuperior to pleafure, and to govern the defires of it, is every where called 
temperance. Now it is univerfally agreed, that no pleafure is fuperior to 
Love; but, on the contrary, that all pleafures are his inferiors. If fo, they 
muft be fubjects and fervants, all of them, to Love; and he muft rule, and 
be the mafter. Having dominion thus over all pleafures and all defires, in 


* Thus far Agatho has confounded the obje&t of Love, the amiable, with the pation itfelf, cone 
fidered as refined, and peculiarly belonging to the human fpecies.—S. 


3 From allegory, and metaphor, and true wit, Agatho defcends to pun and quibble, and play- 
ing on words, with fcarce a femblance of juft thought. In this next part of his defcription he 


means, by Love, that grofler part of the paffion, common to all animals: and this too he con- 
founds with the fatisfaction of it through enjoyment.—S. 
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the higheft degree muft he be temperate. Then, in point of valour, not 
Mars himfelf can pretend to vie with Love. For it is not, Mars has 
Love, but Love has Mars? ; the Love, as fame fays, of Venus. Now the 
perfon who has another in his poffeffion muft have the maftery over that 
perfon whom he poffeffes. The fubduer and mafter then of him ‘who in 
valour excels all others, muft himfelf in that virtue excel without exception 
all. Thus we have already fhown the juftice, temperance, and fortitude of 
this God. To fhow his wifdom is yet wanting: and I muft do my beft to 
be no way wanting to my fubject. In the firft place then, that I may 
honour my own art, like Eryximachus, with my firft regards, in the wifdom 
of poetry Love is fo great a mafter, that he is able to make any one a poet °. 
For, though a man be ever fo much a ftranger to the Mufes, yet, as foon as 
his foul is touched by Love, he becomes a poet. It concerns me to lay a 
particular ftrefs on this argument, to prove Love an excellent poet 3, in all 
that kind of creative power * which is the proper province of the Mufes. 
For no being can impart to another that which itfelf has not, or teach an- 

other 


1 To apprehend the wit of this paflage, we muft obferve, that the word Aas is here ufed in two 
fenfes: in the firft part of the fentence, it means the foul being affected with the paffion; in the next, 
it means the paffion poffeffing the foul. ‘There is the fame double meaning of the word habeo in 
the Latin, and every modern language derived from it; and it is no folecifm in Englifh. But there 
feems to be more wit and fmartnefs in a repartee of Ariftippus, in which he played on the fame 
word, though fomewhat differently ; when, on his being reproached with having Lais, a celebrated 
courtezan, for his miftrefs, he replied, Exw, aax ovx sxouate ‘True, I have her, that is, enjoy her; 
but fhe has not me; that is, has me not in her power.—S. 

2 Agatho, in this part of his defcription, ufes the word Love in three different fenfes: firft, as 
it means that fine paflion in the human fpecies only, which, by roufing and improving the faculties 
of the foul, fupplies the want and does the office of genius: next, as it means the paflion, whofe 
power is exerted chiefly in the body, and, by exciting every animal to the work of generation, 
executes the ends for which nature implanted it in them all; laftly, as it means a particular 
genius or {trong bentof the mind from nature to fome particular ftudy, which feldom fails of 
improving and perfecting every art.—S. 

3 In this fentence Agatho juftifies the character which Socrates had given of him juft before, 
and fhows himfelf a truly polite and well-bred man. For, upon his mention of the art of poetry, 
in which he had lately appeared fo excellent, he here modeftly declines the attributing any merit 
in that refpe&t to his own poetic genius, as if he was a favourite of the Mufes; and with great 
gallantry transfers the praife, beftowed upon himfelf, to Love; as if Love, and not the Mufes, had 
infpired him. — S. 

4 Plato has here contrived an opportunity for Agatho to play upon a word, or ufe it in more 
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other that which itfelf knows not. In the other kind of the creative power, 
the making of animals, it is undeniably to the wifdom of this deity that all 
living things owe their generation and produétion. Then, for the works of 
the mechanic arts, know we not that every artift who hath Love for his teacher 
becomes eminent and illuftrious ; but that the artit whom Love infpires not 
and animates never rifes from obfcurity? The bowman’s art, the art of heal- 
ing, and that of divination, were the inventions of Apollo, under the guidance 
of Love, and the influence of his aufpicious power. So that the God of Wif- 
dom himfelf, we fee, was the difciple of the God of Love. Prompted by Love, 
the Mufes invented the art of mufic, Vulcan the art of working metals, Minerva 
the art of weaving, and Jupiter the art of well governing the Gods and mortals. 
From the beginning of that æra were the affairs of the Gods well fettled; 
from the time when Love arofe and interpofed among them,—the Love cer- 
tainly of beauty; for diforder and deformity are by no means the objects of 
Love. Antecedent to that time it was, as I obferved before, that thofe many 
fad and ftrange accidents, they tell us, befell the Gods : it was when Neceflity 
reigned and ruled in all things. But as foon as the charms of beauty gave 
birth to the God whom we celebrate, with him rofe every good which bleffes 
either Gods or mortals.— Thus, Phzdrus, in the firft place Love, as he ap- 
pears to me, is moft excellent himfelf in beauty and in virtue; in the next 
place, he is the caufe of the like excellencies in other beings. I feel within 
me an inclination to make a verfe or two on this fubject, on the effects 


which Love produces :— 


fenfes than one. For the Greek word zoimois, which we have tranflated creative power, fignifies 
not only making or creation, but poetry too: as the word mantas fignifies both creator and poet. 
Taking advantage of thefe different meanings, Agatho attributes somes, or creation, to each of 
the three kinds of Love mentioned in note 2, p. 486, as the work or effect ofeach. To the firft he 
attributes poetry, an art which creates, as it were, or makes out of nothing real, out of the mere 
imagination of the poet, its own fubject. To the next he juftly afcribes the making or generating 
of animals in a way peculiar to Nature ; who, beginning from the fmalleft materials, and collect- 
ing all the reft by infenfible degrees from all neighbouring quarters, forming all the while, and 
animating whilft the forms, feems to create out of nothing too. And Love, in the fenfe in which 
he ufes the word laft, he no lefs juftly fuppofes to have the principal hand in making the moft 
excellent works of every art, where the artift hath his fubject-matter ready created, and lying all 
at once before him, and apparently, therefore, creates nothing but the form.—S. ch 
c 
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The rugged main he fmooths, the rage of men 
He foftens; thro’ the troubled air he fpreads 
A calm, and lulls the unquiet foul to ref. 


It is he who frees us from referve and ftrangenefs ; and who procures us open- 
nefs and intimacy: it is he who eftablifhes focial meetings and affemblies, 
fuch as this of ours: in feftival entertainments, in dances, and in feafts, he 
is the manager, the leader, and the founder ; introducing courtefy and fweet- 
nefs, banifhing rufticity and favagenefs ; difpenfing abroad benevolence and 
kindnefs, reftraining malignity and ill-will: propitious, gracious, and good 
to all: the admired {peétacle of wife men, the heart-felt delight of Gods: 
the envy of thofe to whofe lot he falls not, the acquifition of fuch only as are 
fortunate: the parent of delicacy and tendernefs, of elegance and grace, of 
attractive charms and amorous defires : obfervant of good, overlooking evil : 
in difficulties, in fears, in filent wifhes, and in {oft addrefles, the protector, the 
encourager, the patron, and the infpirer: of Gods and men, of all linked to- 
gether, the beauty and the ornament: a guide to all which is good and ami- 
able, the beft and the moft charming: whom it is the duty of every one to 
follow ; joining in chorus to his praife, or bearing part in that fweet fong 
fung by Love himfelf, with which he foftens the heart and fooths the mind 
of every God and mortal.—This is my fpeech, Phedrus, which I confecrate 
to Love; a fpeech,; partly jocofe and partly ferious, fuch as the beft of my 
poor abilities in wit and eloquence are able to furnifh out. 

When Agatho had done fpeaking, Ariftodemus told me, the room rang 
with the applaufes of the company ; all of them loudly declaring, that 
Agatho’s fpeech on Love was worthy of himfelf, and worthy of the God in 
whofe honour it was fpoken.—Upon which Socrates, direCling his eyes to 
Eryximachus, faid, Well, what think you now, you fon of Acumenus? 
Think you not that I had good grounds for thofe fears I told you I was 
under? and that I fpake prophetically, when I faid that Agatho would make 
an admirable f{peech, and that I fhould be driven to diftrefs?—The firft 
thing, replied Eryximachus, I think you foretold truly, “ that Agatho’s 
fpeech would be excellent ;’"—but the other, that * yourfelf would be driven 
to diftrefs,” I do not believe was a true prophecy.—How, my good friend, 

faid 
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faid Socrates, fhould I avoid being at a lofs, and diftrefled for fomething to 
fay? or how, indeed, could any other perfon, who was to fpeak, after a 
ipeech on the fame fubject 10 full of beauty and variety ? It was not, I muft 
acknowledge, in all refpeés, and in all the parts of it, equally admirable: but 
who, that heard the conclufion, could help being aftonifhed at the elegant 
choice of words, and beauty of the diction ? For my part, when I confider 
how little I fhall be able to fay any thing that will not fall far fhort of it, l 
fhould be tempted to run away for very fhame, had I any poffibility of mak- 
ing my efcape. For, whilft he was fpeaking, he put me in mind of Gorgias : 
and, to fay the truth, that which Homer relates {truck me at that time very 
fenfibly. Now, thought I, what if Agatho fhould at the laft fend forth the 
head of that formidable fpeaker Gorgias * to affault my imagination; and 

thus 


t This paffage in the Greek runs this :—EgoCouuny un yor tersutav ò Ayaba Topyiou xeOadny deros 
AEYEIY EV Tw AOYW EFI TOV ELOY AOYOV NEMPAS, x. Ta A In this, as alfo in the preceding fentence, where 
Gorgias is mentioned, Cornarius would have us read Topyous, inftead of Topyiov, and confe- 
quently, in this laft, desvos inftead of dewov, referring this attribute to Agatho; and quite infen- 
fible, as it feems, to the many ítrokes of humour in this paffage : for he gravely gives this notable 
realon for his alteration,—that the head of Gorgias, truly, had no fuch power as is here attributed 
to it. But he has forgotten to clear up a fmall difficulty which attends his alteration ; and that 
is, how Agatho the Handfome, for fo he was commonly called, or Agatho’s handfome fpeech, 
fhould immediately put Socrates in mind of the Gorgon’s head. The train of thought here is 
evidently this: Agatho put Socrates in mind of Gorgias, through the fimilitude of their ftyles ; 
the thought of Gorgias put him in mind of Gorgon, through the fimilitude of their names; and, 
perhaps, becaufe he thought them both alike meawpx, prodigies; and the thought of Gorgon 
brought to his mind the following paflage in Homer’s Odyffey, 1. xi. 


epe OF xAwpov JEO npet, 
Mn poi Topyeins xeparny Jewoio werwpouy 
EE aidos meppen ayaun Mepoepovesc. 


Pale fear then feized me, and the dreadful thought,— 
—Now fhould the Gorgon’s head, that prodigy 
Terrific, by ftern Proferpine be fent, 

Forth from her viewlefs realm, to aflault my eyes, 
Vifible in all its horrors |—— 


It is eafy to obferve, that Socrates not only alludes humoroufly to Homer’s thought in this paflage, 
but, to heighten the humour, has ufed feveral of Homer’s words. We have followed him in fo 
doing, where it was poflible for us; adapting thefe paflages one to the other in the tranflation. 

VOL. III. 3R But 
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thus fhould, by the conclufion of his fpeech, ftop my fpeech, and turn into 
ftone my {peaking faculties !—I confidered, how ridiculous it was in me to 
profefs myfelf a great mafter in love matters, and confent to bear a part with 
you in making panegyrics on Love, when at the fame time I was entirely 
ignorant of the affair we undertook, and knew not the right way to celebrate 
the praife of any thing. For I was fo filly’ as to imagine that we ought 
never to fay any thing but what was true in our encomiums on any fubjeé 
whatever; that the real properties of it were the materials which lay before 
us, as it Were, to work on; and that the bufinefs of a panegyrift was no- 
thing more than out of thefe materials to fele@ the handfomeft and beft, 
and frame them together in the moft {kilful and the beft manner. Prepof- 
feffed with this imagination, I had entertained a ftrong opinion that I fhould 
{peak well on the fubje@ propofed, becaufe I well knew what praifes were 
with truth to be afcribed to Love. Whereas I now find that. this is not 
the right way of making a panegyric ; but that, when we praife, we are to 
attribute to our fubject all qualities which are great and good, whether they 
truly belong to it or not. Should our encomiums happen to be falfe, the 


doing, where it was poffibie for us; adapting thefe paffages one to the other in the tranflation. 
But in one of the words, an important one to the humour, we found it fcarcely pofible. For the 
word dewvos, here in Homer, fignifies terrible, or frightful; and the fame word as ufed here by 
Plato fignifies great, weighty, or powerful. Now in Englith both thefe meanings are not to be 
exprefied fully and exactly by the fame word. The word “ formidable,” however, though it 
would weaken the fenfe in Homer, may ferve to exprefs the allufion in Plato to Homer’s “ terrific.” 
This double meaning of the word dewos, and the fimilitude of found between Gorgon and Gorgias, 
er between Topyem [xspaan] and Topysem, feem to be humorous imitations of the ftyle of Agatho 
and Gorgias, who were, both of them, fond of fuch puns and puerilities. It is neceffary to take 
notice of fome other words in this paflage, becaufe Stephens has thrown in a fufpicion of their not 
being genuine, the words ev Ta Aoyw,—probably imagining them to be a marginal glofs on the word 
aeyew: whereas they are in truth abfolutely neceffary to the fenfe; aovw here being oppofed to spya, 
to the actual fending forth, and prefenting vifibly, the head of Gorgias. Befides that the omiffion 
of thofe words would much diminith the glare of another Gorgiafm, which feems intended in 
Acyev, royw, and royov, the repetition of the words ‘‘ fpeak” and ‘* fpeech.”—S. 

™ Socrates, having fatirized Agatho’s f{tyle, with regard to the affected ornaments of it, and its 
want of fimplicity ; but doing it with that delicate and fine humour in which he led the way to 
all the politer fatirifts, particularly to the Roman poet Horace, and our own Addifon; proceeds 
now, in that ironical way peculiar to himfelf, to fatirize the fentiments in Agatho’s fpeech, with 
regard to their want of truth, juftnefs of thought, and pertinence to the fubject.—S. 


9 falfehood 
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faliehood of them, to be fure, is not material. For the propofal, it feems, 
was this, that each of us fhould make a panegyric, which, by common con- 
fent, was to pafs and be taken for a panegyric made on Love; and not to 
make a panegyric properly belonging to Love, or fuch a one as he truly 
merited. Hence it is, I prefume, that you gather from all quarters every 
topic of praife, and attribute to Love all kinds of perfection ; reprefenting 
him and his operations to be of fuch a nature, that he cannot fail of appear- 
ing in the higheft degree beautiful and good—to all thofe I mean who are 
unacquainted with him—for he certainly can never be deemed fo by thofe 
who know him: and thus the panegyric is made fine and pompous, But, 
for my part, I was an utter ftranger to the compofing of panegyrics after 
this manner; and in my ignorance it was that I agreed to be one of the 
compofers. Only with my tongue, therefore, did I engage myfelf: my 
mind was no party to the agreement. And fo farewell to it; for I fhall 
never make panegyrics in this way: I fhould not, indeed, know how. Not 
but that I am ready to {peak the truth concerning the fubjeét propofed, if 
you have any inclination to hear it, and if I may be allowed to {peak after 
my own manner; for I mean not to fet my fpeech in competition with any 
of yours, and fo run the rifk of being defervedly laughed at. Confider, there- 
fore, Phædrus, for it is your affair, whether fuch a kind of fpeech as you 
have to expeét from me would be agreeable to you; and whether you would 
like to hear the truth {poken concerning Love in terms no higher than are 
adequate and fitting, and with fuch a difpofition of the feveral particulars as 
fhall happen to arife from the nature of the fubje@. Phedrus, then, and the 
reft of the company, made it their joint requeft to him, that he would {peak 
in the manner which he himfelf judged to be the moft proper.—But ftay, 
faid Socrates ; give me leave firft to propofe to Agatho a few queftions ; that, 
after we have agreed together on fome neceflary premites, I may the bettér 
proceed to what I have to fay. You have my confent, faid Phedrus; fo pro- 
pofe your queftions.—Socrates then, as Ariftodemus told me, began in this 
manner :— 


INTRODUCTION TO THE SPEECH OF SOCRATES. 


IN my opinion, my friend Agatho, you began your fpeech well, in fay- 
ing that we ought in the firft place to fet forth the nature of Love, what he 
sh 2 18 
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is in himfelf, and afterward to fhow his effe&ts, and what he operates ir 
others, This introduction of yours I much approve of. Now, then, teli 
me further concerning Love: and fince you have fo fairly and amply di- 
fplayed the other partsof his nature and charaéter, anfwer me alfo to this 
queftion, whether Love is a being of fuch a kind as to be of fomething*; or 
whether he is of nothing? I afk you not, whether he is of fome father or 
mother; for the queftion, whether Love is the love of father or mother, 
would be ridiculous; but I mean it in the fame fenfe as if the fubjeét of my 
queftion was the very thing now mentioned, that is, a father; and the quet- 
tion itfelf was, whether a father was the father of fomething, or not: in 
this cafe you would certainly anfwer, if you anfwered rightly, that a father 
was the father of a fon or of a daughter :—would you not !—Certainly F 
should, faid Agatho.—And an anfwer of the fame kind you would give me, 
faid Socrates, if I afked you concerning a mother.—Agatho again affented. 
—Aniwer me now, faid Socrates, to a queftion or two more, that you may 
the better apprehend my meaning. Suppofe I were to afk you concerning 
a brother, with regard to that very circumftance, his being a brother, is he 
brother to fome perfon or not ?—-Agatho anf{wered in the affirmative.—And 
is not this perfon, faid Socrates, either a brother or a fifter ?—To which when 
Agatho had affented, Try then, faid Socrates, to tell me concerning Love ; 
is it the love of nothing, or of fomething ?—Of fomething, by all means, re- 
plied Agatho.— Whatever you think that fomething to be, faid Socrates, for 
the prefent keep your thought to yourfelf; only remember it. And let me 
afk you this queftion further, relating to Love: Does Love defire that 
fomething of which it isthe love, or does it not?—Defires it, anfwered 
Agatho, without doubt. —Whether, when poffeffed of that which it defires, 
of that which it is in love with, does it then defire it? or only when not pof- 
feffed of it?—-Only when not poffeffed of it, it is probable, replied Agatho: 
—Inftead of being probable, faid Socrates, confider if it be not neceffary that 
every being which feels any defire fhould defire only that which it is in 
waut of; and that as far as any being is free from want, {o far it muft be 
free alfo from defire. Now to me, Agatho, this appears in the highett 


1 That is, whether his nature is abfolute, not of neceflity inferring the coexiftence of any other 
being 5 or whether itis relative, in which the being of fome correlative is implied.—S. 
degree 
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degree neceffary, But how does it appear to you?—-To me in the fame 
manner, replied Agatho.—You fay well, faid Socrates. I afk you then, 
€an a man whofe {ize is large wifh to be a man of large fize? ora man 
who is ftrong, can he with to be {trong ?—The impoffibility of this, replied 
Agatho, follows from what we have juft now agreed in. For the man who 
ss what he would with to be, muft in that refpeét, and fo far, be free from 
want.— True, faid Socrates: for, if it were poffible that the {trong could 
with to be ftrong, the {wift wifh to be fwift, and the healthy with to be 
healthy, one might then perhaps imagine it equally poffible in all cafes of 
the like kind, that fuch as are poffefled of any thing good or advantageous. 
could defire that which they already have. { mention this in general, to 
prevent our being impofed upon. For the perfon who enjoys any of thefe. 
advantages, if you confider, Agatho, muft appear to you to have of neceffity 
at prefent that which he has, whether he walls it, or not: and how. can this 
ever be the object of his defire? Should any man, therefore, fay thus: I, who 
am now in health, defire to be healthy ; or, I, who now have riches, defire. 
to be rich, and long for thofe very things which I have; we fhould make 
him this reply :— You mean, friend, you that are at prefent poffeffed of riches, 
or health, or ftrength, would be glad to continue in poffeffion of them al- 
ways: for at this prefent you poflefs them, whether you will or not. When 
you fay, therefore, that you defire what is prefent with you, confider, whe- 
ther you mean any other thing than this; vou would be glad that what is. 
prefent with you now might be prefent with you for the time to come.. 
Would he not acknowledge, think you, that this was his only meaning * ?— 
Agatho agreed that he would.—This then, faid Socrates, is to love and. 
defire that from which he is now at fome diftance, neither as yet has he; and 
that is, the preferving of what he poffeffes at the prefent, and his continuing 
in poffeffion of it for the future.—It certainly is fo, replied Agatho,—This 
man, therefore, faid Socrates, and every one who feels defire, defires that 
which lies not ready for his enjoyment, that which is not prefent with him, 


™ In Stephens’s edition of the. original we here read, aaao ti dzor07v0" av; as if the confeffion was 
demanded from Agatho in his own perfon. In all the former editions, however, it is rightly 
printed, òxoroyar ay. But we prefume they are all wrong in giving us aaro ts (ds2 dvow) inftead 
of aarots [Ò voc] whether; mifled probably by the preceding fentence, where azao ti fignifies any 

ather thing, and is therefore rightly there divided into two words.—=S. 
that 
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that which he has not, that which he himfelf is not, and that which he is in 
want of; fuch things only being the objeéts of love and of defire.—Agatho to 
this entirely affented.—Come then, faid Socrates, let us agree upon thefe 
conclufions: Is not Love, in the firft place, love of fomething ? in the next 
place, is it not love of that which is wanting ?—Clearly fo, replied Aga- 
tho.— Now then, faid Socrates, recolleét what it was you told us in your fpeech 
was the proper object of Love. But I, if you pleafe, will remind you of it. 
I think you faid fomething like this, “ that the affairs of the Gods were put 
in good order, and well eftablithed, through love of things beautiful: for 
that things of oppofite kind to thefe could never be the cbjeéts of love.” 
Did you not tell us fome fuch thing ?—I own it, anfwered Agatho.—You 
own the truth, my good friend, replied Socrates. Now, if this be as you 
fay, muft not Love be love of beauty, and not of deformity '—I agree, faid 
Agatho.—And have you not agreed too, faid Socrates, that Love is love of 
fomething which is wanting, and not of any thing poffeffed already !—True, 
replied Agatho.—It follows then, faid Socrates, that Love is not in poffeffion, 
but in want, of beauty.—It follows of neceflity, faid Agatho.—Well then, 
faid Socrates, that to which beauty is abfolutely wanting, that which is 
totally unpofleffed of beauty, do you call that beautiful ?—Certainly not, re- 
plied Agatho.—Are you ftill then, faid Socrates, of the fame opinion, that 
Love is beautiful, if we have reafoned rightly ?—Agatho then made anfwer : 
I am in danger, Socrates, of being found ignorant in the fubje@ I undertook 
to praife.—You have honeftly and fairly fpoken, faid Socrates, And 
now anfwer me to this little queftion more: Think you not that every 
thing good is alfo fair and beautiful?—I do, replied Agatho.—If then, faid 
Socrates, Love be in want of beauty, and if every thing good be fair and 
beautiful, Love muft be in want of good too.—I am not able, replied Aga- 
tho, to argue againft you, Socrates ; and therefore | admit it to be true what 
you fay.— You are not able, my beloved Agatho, faid Socrates, to argue 
againit the truth: for to argue again{t Socrates is nothing difficult. And 
here fhall I difmifs you from being further queftioned. But the difcourfe 
concerning Jove, whican I heard formerly from Diotima the prophetets, a 
woman wife and knowing in thefe and many other fubjećts ; fo profoundly 
knowing, that when the plague feemed to be approaching Athens, and when 
the people offered facrifice to avert it, fhe caufed the coming of that diftemper 

to 
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to be delayed for the fpace of ten years; (fhe it was who inftruéted me in 
the knowledge of all things that appertain to Love;) a difcourfe, I fay, on 
this fubject, which I once heard from her, I will try if I can relate again to 
you; laying down, for the foundation of it, thofe points agreed on juit now 
between me and Agatho; but purpofing, however, to relate the whole of this 
by myfelf, as well as I am able. 


THE SPEECH OF SOCRATES. 


RIGHT and proper is it, Agatho, to follow the method marked out by 
you; in the firft place, to declare what kind of a being Love is, and after- 
wards to fhow what are the effects produced by him. Now I think the 
eafieft way that I can take, in executing this plan, will be to lay before you 
the whole of this doétrine in the very manner and order in which I myfelf - 
was examined and lectured on the fubject by Diotima. She began with me, 
on my faying to her much the fame things that were afferted jut now by 
Agatho; that Love was a deity excellent in goodnefs, and was alfo one of 
thofe who were fair and beautiful. And fhe refuted me with the fame 
arguments I have made ufe of to refute Agatho; proving to me that Love, 
according to my own account of him, was neither beautiful nor good. 
How fay you, Diotima? then faid I, Is Love an ugly and an evil being ?— 
Soft, replied fhe ; no abufive language : do you imagine that every being wha 
is not beautiful, muft of courfe be ugly ?— Without doubt, anfwered I.—And 
every being who is not wife, faid fhe, do you conclude it muft be ignorant ? 
Do you not fee there is fomething between wifdom and ignorance ! ?—I 
afked her, what that could be.—To think of things rightly, as being what 
they really are, without being able to affign a reafon why they are fuch. 
Do you not perceive, faid fhe, that this is not to have the {cience or true 
knowledge of them? For, where the caufe or reafon of a thing remains un- 
known °, how can there be fcience? Nor yet is it ignorance: for that 

which 


1 See the Meno near the conclufion, and the fifth: and feventh books of the Republic. Te 
may fuffice for the prefent to obferve, that true opinion is a medium between wifdom properly 
fo called, i. e. an intelle€tual knowledge of the caufes and principles of things, and igno- 
rance.— TJ. 

2 We have here taken the liberty to paraphrafe a little, for the fake of rendering this paffage 

more 
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which errs not from the truth, how fhould that be ignorance? Such then is 
right opinion, fomething between wifdom and ignorance.x—You are cer- 
tainly in the right, faid I—Deem it not neceffary then, faid fhe, that what 
is not beautiful fhould be ugly; or that what is not good muft of confe- 
quence be evil. To apply this to the cafe of Love ; though you have agreed, 
he is neither good nor beautiful, yet imagine not he muft ever the more on 
that account be ugly and evil; but fomething between thofe oppofites.— 
Well, faid I, but he is acknowledged by all to be a powerful God, however.— 
By all who know him, do you mean, faid fhe, or by all who know him not ?— 
By all univerfally, replied I.—Upon which fhe {miled, and faid, How, 
Socrates, fhould he be acknowledged a powerful God by thofe who abfo- 
lutely deny his divinity ’—Who are they? faid ].—You yourfelf, replied 
fhe, are one of them, and I am another.—Explain your meaning, faid I.— 
My meaning, faid fhe, is eafy to be explained. For anfwer me to this 
queftion: Say you not that the Gods are, all of them, bleft and happy? 
or would you offer to fay of any one of the Gods, that he was not a bleft 
and happy being ?—Not I, for my part, faid I, by Jupiter.—By a happy 
being, faid fhe, do you not mean a being pofleffed of things fair, beautiful 
and good!—lIt is granted, anfwered I.—And you granted befcre, faid the, 
that Love, from his indigence and want of things good and beautiful, defired 
thofe things of which he was deftitute.—I allowed it.—How then, faid fhe, 
can he be a God, he who is deftitute of things fair, beautiful and good ?— 
It appears, faid J, that he by no means can.—You fee then, faid fhe, that, 
even in your own judgment, Love is no God.—What ! faid I, mut Love 
then be a mortal ?—Far from that, replied fhe—Of what nature was he 
then? I afked her.—Of like kind, anfwered fhe, with thofe natures we have 
juft now been {peaking of, an intermediate one, between the mortal and 


more eafy to be underftood. In the Greek it runs thus, aroyov yap Mpayus Wwe av en ETO THEN 3 
Ariftotle expreffes the fame meaning in the fame concife way, thus, wera Aoyou yap ù emornuy. 
Ethic. Nicomach. lib. vi. cap. 6. where Aoyes is the fame thing with that which Plato in his 
Meno calls aoytoyos astias, that is, the rational account of a thing, deriving it from its caufe. 
For the caufe [the formal caufe] of every particular truth is fome general truth, in which that 
particular is virtually included. Accordingly, in a perfe& fyllogifm we may fee the truth of the 
conclufion virtually included in the truth of the major propofition. Nor can we properly be faid 


to know any one truth, till we fee the whole of that higher truth, in which the particular one is 
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the immortal.—But what in particular, O Diotima }—A great dæmon !, 
replicd 


! The following admirable account of Love, in which it is fhown why he is called by Plato a 
great demon, is from the MS. commentary of Proclus on the Firft Alcibiades : 

There are different properties of different Gods: for fome are artificers of wholes, of the form 
of beings, and of their effential ornament: but others are the fuppliers of life, and are the fources 
of its various genera: but others preferve the unchangeable order, and guard the indifloluble con- 
neétion of things: and others, laftly, who are allotted a different power, preferve all things by 
their beneficent energies. In like manner every amatory order is the caufe to all things of con- 
verfion to divine beauty, leading back, conjoining, and eftablifhing all fecondary natures in the 
beautiful, replenifhing them from thence, and irradiating all things with the gifts of its light. On 
this account it is afferted in The Banquet that Love is a great dæmon, becaufe Love firt demon- 
ftrates in itfelf a power of this kind, and is the medium between the objet of defire and the 
defiring nature, and is the caufe of the converfion of fubfequent to prior natures. The whole 
amatory feries, therefore, being eftablifhed in the veftibule of the caufe of beauty, calls upwards 
all things to this caule, and forms a middle progreffion between the object of Love and the 
natures which are recalled by Love. Hence it pre-eftablithes in itfelf the exemplar cf the whole 
dzmoniacal order, obtaining the fame middle fituation among the Gods as demons between 
divine and mortal natures. Since, therefore, every amatory feries poffeffes this property among 
the Gods, we mult confider its uniform and occult fummit as ineffably eftablified in the firit 
orders of the Gods, and conjoined with the firft and intelligible beauty ; but its middle procefs 
as fhining forth among the fupermundane Gods, with an intelle€tual condition; but its third 
progreflion as poffefing an exempt power among the liberated Gods; and its fourth as mul- 
tifarioufly diftributed about the world, producing many orders and powers from itfelf, and diftri- 
buting gifts of this kind to the different parts of the world. But after the unific and firft prin- 
ciple of Love, and after the tripartite effence perfected from thence, a various multitude of Loves 
fhines forth with divine light, from whence the choirs of angels are filled with Love; and the 
herds of demons full of this God attend on the Gods who are recalled to intelligible beauty. 
Add too, that the army of heroes, together with dzemons and angels, are agitated about the partici- 
pation of the beautiful with divine bacchanalian fury. Laflly, all things are excited, revive and 
flourifh, through the influx of the beautiful. But the fouls of fuch men as receive an infpiration 
of this kind, and are naturally allied to the God, affiduoufly move about beauty, and fall into the 
realms of generation, for the purpofe of benefiting more imperfect fouls, and providing for thofe 
natures which require to be faved. The Gods indeed and the attendants on the Gods, abiding in 
their proper habits, benefit all following natures, and convert them to themfelves: bur the fouls of 
men defcending, and touching on the coaft of generation, imitate the beneficent providence of the 
Gods. As, therefore, fouls eftablificd according to fome other God defcend with purity into the 
regions of mortality, and benefit fouls that revolve in it; and fome indeed benefit more imperfect 
fouls by prophecy, others by myftic ceremonies, and others by divine medicinal fkill: fo likewife fouls 
that choofe an amatory life are moved about the deity who prefides over beautiful natures, for 
the purpofe of taking care of well-born fouls. But from apparent beauty they are led back to 
divine beauty, and together with themfelves clevate thofe who are the objeAs of their love. 
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replied fhe. For the dæmon-kind ' is of an intermediate nature between 
the divine and the human. —What is the power and virtue, faid I, of this 


intermediate 


And this alfo divine Love primarily effeĉts in intelligibles; for he unites himfelf to the 
object of love, extends to it the participants of his power, and inferts in all things one 
bond, and one indiffoluble friendfhip with each other, and with the beautiful itfelf. Souls, 
therefore, poflefled with love, and participating the infpiration thence derived, in confe- 
quence of ufing an undefiled vehicle, are led from apparent to intelligible beauty, and make 
this the end of their energy. Likewife enkindling a light in more imperfe& fouls, they alfo lead 
thefe back to a divire nature, and are divinely agitated together with them about the fountain of 
all- perfec beauty. 

But fuch fouls as from a perverfe education fall from the gift which is thence derived, but are 
allctced an amatory nature, thefe, through their ignorance of true beauty, are bufily employed about 
that which is material and divifible, at which alfo they are aftonifhed in confequence of not 
knowing the paffion which they fufer. Hence they abandon every thing divine, and gradually 
decline into impiety and the darknefs of matter. They appear indeed to haften to a union with 
the beautiful, in the fame manner as perfectly amatory fouls; but they are ignorant of the union, 
and tend to a diffipated condition of life, and to the fea of diffimilitude. They are alfo conjoined 
with the bafe itfelf, and material privation of form. For where are material natures able to per- 
vade through each other? Or where is apparent beauty, pure and genuine, being thus mingled 
with matter, and replete with the deformity of its fubject? Some fouls, therefore, genuinely 
participate the gifts of Love, and by others thefe gifts are perverted. For as according to Plo- 
tinus the defluxion of intelle&t produces craft, and an erroneous participation of wifdom fophiftry, 
fo likewife the illumination of Love, when it meets with a depraved recipient, produces a tyrannic 
and intemperate life. 

After this, in another part of the fame admirable commentary, he prefents us, as he fays, with 
fome of the more arcane affertions concerning Love ; and thefe are as follow: 

Love is neither to be placed in the firft nor among the laft of beings. Not in the firft, becaufe 
the obje& of Love is fuperior to Love: nor yet among the laft, becaufe the lover participates 
of Love. It is requifite, therefore, that Love fhould be eftablifhed between the object of love 
and the lover, and that it fhould be pofterior to the beautiful, but prior to every nature endued 
with love. Where then does it firt fubit? How does it extend itfelf through the univerfe, 
and with what monads does it Jeap forth ? 

There are three hypoftafes, therefore, among the intelligible and occult Gods ; and the firft 
indeed is characterized by the geod, underftanding the gocd it/elf, and refiding in that place where 
according to the oracle the paternal monad abides: but the fecond is charaéterized by wifdom, 
where the firft intelligence flourifhes ; and the third by she beautiful, where, as Timzus fays, the moft 
beautiful of intelligibles abides. But there are three monads according to thefe intelligible caufes 
fubfifting uniformly according to caufe in intelligibles, but firt unfolding themfelves into light 

in 

” For a copious account of demons, their nature, fpecies, and employments, fee the fecond 
Note on the Firft Alcibiades, 
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intermediate kind of being ?+—To tranfmit and to interpret to the Gods, faid 
the, 


in the ineffable order * of the Gods, I mean faith, truth, and bve. And faith indeed eftablithes 
all things in good ; but truth unfolds all the knowledge in beings; and laftly, lve converts all 
things, and congregates them into the nature of the beautiful. This triad indeed thence proceeds 
through all the orders of the Gods, and imparts to all things by its light a union with intelligible 
itfelf. Ic alfo unfolds itfelf differently in different orders, every where combining its powers with 
the idioms of the Gods. And among fome it fubfifts ineffably, incomprehenfibly, and uni- 
fically ; but among others, as the caufe of conne@ing and binding ; and among others, as endued 
with a perfective and forming power. Here again it fubfifts intellectually and paternally ; there, 
in a manner entirely motive, vivific, and effective: here, as governing and aMmilating ; there, in 
a liberated and undefiled manner; and elfewhere, according to a multiplied and divifive mode. 
Love, therefore, fupernally defcends from intelligibles to mundane concerns, calling all things 
upwards to divine beauty. Truth alfo proceeds through all things, illuminating all things with 
knowledge. And laftly, faith proceeds through the univerfe, eftablifhing all things unically in 
good. Hence the oracles affert that all things are governed by, and abide in, thefe. And on this 
account they order Theurgifts to conjoin themfelves to divinity through this triad. Intelligibles 
themfelves, indeed, do not require the amatory medium, on account of their ineffable union. But 
where there is a union and feparation of beings, there alfo Love abides. For itis the binder and 
conciliator of natures pofterior and prior to itfelf; but the convertor of fubfequent into prior, and 
the anagogic and perfecting caufe of imperfe& natures. 

The oracles, therefore, {peak of Love as binding, and refiding in all things: and hence, if it 
connects all things, it alfo copulates us with the governments of demons. But Diotima calls 
Love a great demon, becaufe it every where fills up the medium between defiring and defirable 
natures. And, indeed, that which is the obje&t of Love vindicates to itfelf the firit order, but 
that which loves is in the third order from the beloved object. Laftly, Love ufurps a middle fitua- 
tion between each, congregating and collecting together that which defires and chat which is 
defired, and filling fubordinate from better natures. But among the intelligible and occult Gods 
it unites intelligible intellect to the firft and fecret beauty by acertain life better than intelli- 
gence. Hence, the theologift of the Greeks calls this Love blind; for he fays “ feeding in his 
breaft blind, rapid Love :” momawuy xpamedecow avoppatoy wxuv epwta. But in natures pofterior 
to intelligibles, it imparts by illumination an indiffoluble bond to all things perfected by itfelf : for 
a bond is a certain union, but accompanied with much feparation. On this account the oracles 
are accuftomed to call the fire of this Love a copulator: for, proceeding from intelligible intellect, 
it binds all folowing natures with each other, and with itfelf. Hence, it conjoins all the Gods 
with intelligible beauty, and demons with Gods; but it conjoins us with both Gods and dzmons. 
In the Gods, indecd, it has a primary fubfiftence, in daemons a fecondary one, and in partial 
fouls a fubfiftence through a certain third froceffion from principles. Again, in the Gods it 
fubfifls above effence: for every genus of Gods is fupereffcntial. But in damons it fubfifts accord- 
ing to efience; and in fouls acccrding to illumination. And this triple order appears fimilar to 


? i.e. In the fummit of that order which is cailed intelligible and at the fame tive intelle@ual. 
352 the 
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fhe, what comes from men; and to men, in like manner, what comes from the 
Gods ; from men their petitions and their facrifices; from the Gods, in return, 
the revelation of their will, Thus thefe beings, ftanding in the middle rank 
between divine and human, fill up the vacant fpace, and link together all in- 
telligent nature. Through their intervention proceeds every kind of divination, 
and the prieftly art relating to facrifices, and the myfteries and incantations, 
with the whole of divination and magic. For divinity is not mingled with man; 
but by rneans of that middle nature is carried on all converfe and communica- 
tion between the Gods and mortals, whether in fleep or waking. Whoever has 
wifdom and {kiil in things of this kind is a damoniacal man: the knowing and 
fkilful in any other thing, whether in the arts, or certain manual operations, 
are illiberal and fordid. Thefe demons are many and various. One of 
them is Love.—But, faid I, from what parents was he born ?—The hiftory 
of his parentage, replied fhe, is fumewhat long to relate: however, I will 
give you the relation. At the birth of Venus, the Gods, to celebrate that 
event, made a feaft; at which was prefent, amongft the reft, Plenty *, the 

fon 


the triple power of intelle. For one intellect fubfifts as imparticipable, being exempt from all 
partial genera; but another as participated, of which alfo the fouls of the Gods participate as of 
a better nature; and another is from this ingenerated in fouls, and which is, indeed, their per- 
fection., And thefe three diftinétions of intelle&t Timzus himfelf fignifies. That Love, there- 
fore, which fubfifts in the Gods muft be confidered as analogous to imparticipable intellect : for 
this is exempt from ail the beings which receive and are illuminated by its nature. But demoni- 
acal Love is analogous to participated intellect: for this is effential, and is perfeCted from itfelf, 
in the fame manner as participated intellect is proximately refident in fouls. And the third 
Love is analogous to intellect which fubfifts as a habit, and which inferts an illumination in fouls. 
Nor is it unjuftly that we confider Love as coordinate with this intellectual difference : for in in- 
telligible intelle€t it poffeffes its firft and occult hypoftafis: and if it thence leaps forth, it is alfo 
eftablifned there according to caufe. And it appears to me that Plato, finding that intelligible 
intellect was called by Orpheus both Love and a great Demon, was himfelf pleafed to celebrate 
Love in a fimilar manner. Very properly, therefore, does Diotima call it a great dæmon; and 
Socrates conjoins the difcourfe about Love with that concerning Demons. For, as every thing 
azmoniacal is fufpended from the amatory medium, fo alfo the difcourfe concerning a dzmoniacal 
nature is conjoined with that concerning Love, and is allied to it. For Love isa medium between 
the objedt of lcve and the lover; and a dæmon is a medium between man and divinity.—T. 

1 By Plenty, the fon of Counfel, we muft underftand that divine caufe of abundance which fub- 
fifts in Jupiter the demiurgus of the world. For Jupiter is called Mutis, or Ccunfel, by Orpheus, 
as we are informed by Proclus in Tim. p. 102. Poverty is Matter, which in itfeli is deflitute of 
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fon of Counfel. After they had fupped, Poverty came a- egging, an abun- 
dance of dainties being there, and loitered about the door. Juft then Plenty, 
intoxicated with nectar', (for as yet wine? was not) went out into the 
gardens of Jupiter; and oppreffed with the load of liquor that he had drunk, 
fell afleep3. Poverty, therefore, defiring through her indigence to have a 
child from Plenty, artfully lay down by him, and became with child of Love. 
Hence it is that Love is the conftant follower and attendant of Venus, as 
having been begotten on the birth-day of that Goddefs: being alfo, by his 
natural difpofition, fond of all beauty, he is the more attached to Venus her- 
felf on account of her being beautiful. Now, as Love is the fon of Plenty 
and of Poverty, the condition of his life and fortune is as follows: In the 
firft place, he is always poor; and is far from being either fair or tender, as 
the multitude imagine him; for he is rough, and hard, and dry, without 
fhoes to his feet, and without a houfe or any covering to his head; always 
grovelling on the earth, and lying on the bare ground, at doors, and in the 
{treets, in the open air ; partaking thus of his mother’s difpofition, and living 
in perpetual want. On the other hand, he derives from his father’s fide 
qualities very different from thofe others: for hence it is that he is full of 
defigns upon the good and the fair: hence it is that he is courageous, 
{prightly, and prompt to action; a mighty fportfman, always contriving 
fome new device to entrap his game: much addicted to thought, and fruit- 
ful in expedients ; all his life philofophizing ; powerful in magic and enchant- 
ment, nor lefs fo in fophiftry. His nature is not mortal, in the common 


all things, but is filled as far as it can be filled from Plenty, whofe overflowing fullnefs terminates 
in its dark and rebounding feat. Flato, therefore, in calling Love the offspring of Plenty and 
Poverty, appears to comprehend its whole feries. Fer Love, confidered as the fame with Defire, 
is, according to its fubfiftence in Jupiter, the fon of Plenty ; but, according to its ultimate fubfift- 
ence, it is the offspring of Matter: for Matter alfo defires good, though her defire is moft debile 
and evanefcent. But by Poverty being pregnant with Love at the birth of Venus, Plato occultly 
intimates that the divine abundance in the demiurgus of the world proceeds into matter in con- 
junction with the illuminations of divine beauty.—T. 

! Intoxication with neétar fignifies that deific energy through which divine natures are enabled 
to provide immutably for all things.—T. 

> This fignifies nothing more than that wine belongs to the fenfible, and not to the intelligible 
world. By the gardens of jupiter, we may conceive that the fplendour, grace, and empyrxan 
beauty of the demiurgic illuminations of the maker of the univerfe are fignified.—T. 

3 Sleep, when applied to divine natures, fignifies an energy feparate from fenfibles.—T. 
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way of mortality, nor yet is it immortal, after the manner of the immortal 
Gods; for fometimes, in one and the fame day, he lives and flourifhes, when 
he happens to fare well; and prefently afterwards he dies; and foon after 
that revives again, as partaking of his father’s nature. Whatever abundance 
flows in upon him is continually ftealing away from him: fo that Love is 
never abfolutely in a ftate either of affluence or of indigence. Again, he is 
feated in the midft between Wifdom and Ignorance. For the cafe is this 
with regard to wifdom :—None of the Gods philofophize, or defire to become 
wife; for they are fo; and if there be any other being befide the Gods who 
is truly wife, neither does fuch a being dloo ze Nor yet does philo- 
{ophy, or the fearch of Wifdom, belong to the Iznorant'. For on this very 
account is the condition of Ignorance re wretched, that notwithftanding fhe 
is neither fair, good, nor wife, yet fhe thinks fhe has no need of any lind of 
amendment or improvement. So that the ignorant, not imagining them- 
felves in need, neither feek nor defire that which they think they want not. 
—Who are they then, O Diotima, faid 1, who philofophize, if they are nei- 
ther the wife nor the ignorant ?—That is evident, faid fhe: even a child 
may now difcover that they muft be fuch as itand in the middle rank of being; 

in the number of whom is Love. For wifdom is among the things of highett 
beauty; and all beauty is the obje& of love. It (allows iberos of ne- 
ceffity, that Love is a philofopher, or a lover of wifdom; and that, as fuch, 
he ftands between the adept in wifdom and the wholly ignorant. This, as 
well as all the reft of his condition, is owing to his parentage; as he derives 
his birth from a father wife and rich in all thiugs, and from a mother un- 
wife and in want of all things. Such, dear Socrates, is the nature of this 
dæmon. But that you had other thoughts of that being, whom you took for 
Love, is not at all furprifing. For, if I may guefs from the defcription you 
gave of him yourfelf, you feem to have taken for Love that which is beloved, 
not that which loves: and from this miftake it arofe, as I imagine, that 
Love appeared to you in all re{pects fo beauteous. For the object of love, 
the amiable, is truly beauteous and delicate, is perfeét and completely bleft. 
But to the fubjeét of love, the lover, belongs a different nature, fuch a 


* ‘This paffage in the Greek original is thus printed: auto yap tovto soti xartTov apatia; but 
we prefume that either the laft word of thefe fhould be printed apaba, figuratively meaning 
aual, or elfe, that the firt words fhould be thus printed, avte yap tovry.—S. 
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one as I have defcribed to you,—Be it granted fuch, Diotima, faid I; for 
what you tell me bids fair to be the truth. But now, fuch being his nature, 
of what advantage is he to human kind ?—This, Socrates, faid fhe, in the 
next place, I fhall do my beft to teach you. Already then it appears what 
kind of being Love is, and of what parents he was born: and that his object 
is beauty you yourfelf have afferted. Now what anfwer fhall we make 
fhould we be afked this queftion, ‘‘O Socrates and Diotima! how or 
in what refpect mean ye, when ye fay that beauty is the obje& of Love ? ”— 
To exprefs the meaning of my queftion in plainer terms, faid fhe, What 
is it which the lover of beauty longs for ?—To be in poffleffion, faid I, of the 
beloved beauty.—Your an{wer, faid fhe, draws on a further queftion: What 
will be the {tate or condition of that man who is in poffeflion of his beloved 
beauty ?—I told her, I could by no means anfwer readily to fuch a queftion.— 
Suppofe then, faid the, that changing the fubjeét of the queftion, and putting 
good in the place of beauty, one were to afk you thus, and fay, Anfwer me, 
Socrates, to this queftion, What is it which the lover of good longs for ?— 
To be in poffeffion of that good, anfwered I.—And what, fhe afked me again, 
will be the ftate of that man who is in poffeffion of good ?—This, faid J, is 
a quettion I can anfwer with much lefs difficulty, thus: that fuch a man will 
be happy.—Right, faid fhe; for by the polfeffing of good things it is that 
the happy are in that happy ftate which they enjoy. Nor is there any room 
to queftion further, and afk, Why, or for the fake of what, a man withes to 
be happy; but a conclufive antwer appears to have been given, fully fatis- 
factory.—True, faid I, without difpute.—Now this wifhing and this long- 
ing, faid fhe, let me afk you, whether in your opinion it is common to all 
men; whether you think that ail with to be always in poffeffion of things 
good; or how otherwife?—I think juft fo, replied J, that fuch a with is 
common to all.—Well then, Socrates, faid fhe, muft we not acknowledge 
that all men are in love; feeing that the affections of them all are always 
fixed on the fame things? or fhall we fay that fome are in love, and fome 
are not ?—It is a thought, faid I, which, I confefs, a little furprifes me.— 
Be not iurprifed, faid fhe; for the cafe is nothing more than this, that the 
name of love, which belongs to all love in general, we appropriate to one 
particular kind of love, fingled out from the others, which we diftinguith 
by other names.—To make me conceive your meaning more perfedlly, faid 
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I, cannot you produce fome other cafe parallel to this ?—I can, faid the. 
The following cate is parallel: Making or creating, you know, comprehends 
many kinds of operation. For all caufe by which any thing proceeds out 
of non-being into being? is creation, So that all the operations and all 
the works executed through any of the arts, are indeed fo many creations: 
and all the artifts and the workmen are real creators, makers, or poets.— 
True, faid I.—And yet you know, continued fhe, they are not all of them 
called poets or makers, but are diftinguifhed by different names :.whilft one 
particular kind of creation, that which is performed in metre through the 
Mufe’s art, is fingled out from the other kinds; and the name, to which 
they have all an equal right, is given to that alone. For that alone is called 
poefy or making: and the artifts in this fpecies of creation only are pecu- 
liarly diftinguithed by the name of poets or makers.—Perfeétly right, faid I. 
— Juft fo is it then in the cafe of Love, faid fhe. Univerfally all defire of 
things good, and all that longing after happinefs, which is in every individual 
of human kind, is the mighty Deity of Love, who by fecret ways and ftra- 
tageins fubdues and governs the hearts of all. His votaries in many various 
ways, fuch as thofe engaged in the purfuit of wealth, or ftrength of body, or 
wifdom, are not faid to be in love; nor is the name of lover allowed to 
any fuch. But to thofe only who are devoted to Love in one particular way, 
and addict themfelves to one certain fpecies of love, we appropriate thofe 
terms of love, and lovers, and the being in love, which ought to be con- 
&idered as general terms, applicable in common to all the different kinds.— 
In all appearance, faid I, you are entirely in the right. —She proceeded, how- 
ever, to confirm the truth of what fhe had faid, in the following manner :— 
There is a faying, continued fhe, that lovers are in fearch of the other half 
of themfelves. But my do¢trine is, that we love neither the half, nor even 
the whole of ourfelves, if it happen not, my friend, fome way or other to be 


1! Being does not here fignify being or entity in general, but the particular form or effence of 
any thing, the being what it is. So non-being, juft before, does not fignify abfolute non-entity, but 
the non-being of fome particular thing, or the want of fome form, which is afterwards introduced 
into exiftence. Accordingly creation, immediately after, fignifies not what is now-a-days gene- 
rally underftood by that term, a making of fomething out of mere nothing; for Platy feems to 
have had no notion of the poffibility of this; but here is to be underftood the making fome form 
or being, in the fenfe jut now mentioned, newly to exift, a particular one, which exilted not 
before.—5. 
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good. For we are willing to have our feet and our hands cut off, though 
our own, if we deem them incurably and abfolutely evil. It is not to what 
is their own that men have fo ftrong an attachment, nor do they treat it fo 
tenderly on that account, unlefs there be a man who thinks good to be his 
own, and properly belonging to him, but evil to be foreign to his nature. 
So true is it, that there is no other obje@ of love to man than good alone. 
Or do you think there is? By Jupiter, faid I, there appears to me no other.— 
Is this now fufficient for us? faid fhe: and have we done juftice to our ar- 
gument if we finith it with this fimple and flender conclufion, that all men 
Jove what is good ?—Why not?, faid L—What? faid fhe; muft we not add 
this, that they long to have poffeffion of the loved good ?—This, faid I, mut 
be added.— And not only now to have poffeffion of it, faid fhe again, but 
to have pofleffion of it for ever too; muft not this be added further?—This 
further, faid I.—Love then, in fine, faid fhe, is the defire of having good in 
perpetual poffeffion.— Moft true, faid 1; in every tittle you are right.—Since 
then, faid fhe, this general defire is found always to fubfift and to operate in all, 
can you tell me in what particular way it operates on thofe who are com- 
monly faid to be in love? what the aim is of fuch lovers, and what the 
work or effect of this kind of love ?—Were I able to tell, O Diotima, re- 
plied I, I fhould not have been fo full of admiration at your wifdom ; nor 
fhould I have applied myfelf to you to be taught thefe very things, if I already 
knew them.—Well, faid the, I will teach you then. The aim of thefe 
lovers, and the work of this love, is to generate upon the beautiful as well 
in a mental way as in that which is corporeal.— Your words, faid 1, have 
need of fome diviner to interpret them: I confefs I do not apprehend their 
meaning.—I will exprefs myfelf then, faid the, in plainer language. All of 
human race, O Socrates, are full of the feeds of generation, both in their bodies 
and in their minds: and when they arrive at maturity of age, they naturally 
long to generate. But generate they cannot upon the ugly or uncomely, and 
only upon the fair and the agreeable. For the work of generation is carried on, 
you know, by means of the natural commerce between the two fexes: and 
this is a work above human art, it is divine. For to conceive and to impreg- 
nate is to imortalize the kind: it is producing immortality out of an animal 
which is mortal. In each of the fexes, therefore, is fome immortal and 
divine principle, the caufe of conception in the one, and of impregnation in 
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the other. But in neither of them can this principle operate effectually, un- 
lefs the fubje&t on which it operates be fuitable to it and correfponding, 
Now deformity and uglinefs but ill fuit with aught which is divine. Beauty 
alone agrees with it and correfponds. For Beauty is that celeftial influence 
which favours, and that goddefs who patronizes, the work of generation. 
Hence, whenever that which teems with generative power approaches that 
which is beautiful, it fmiles benignly ; and through the delight it feels, 
opening and diffufing itfelf abroad, breeds or generates. But whenever it 
meets with that which is deformed or ugly, it grows morofe, faddens, and 
contracts itfelf ; it turns away, retires back, and generates not ; but, reftrain- 
ing the {wollen power within, which is ready to burft forth, it bears the 
burthen with uneafinefs. Hence it is that they who are full of this, and 
long to generate, employ much of their creative power upon that which is 
beautiful: it is becaufe the beautiful frees them from thofe generative 
throes with which they labour. But, Socrates, this is not, as you imagined, 
the love of beauty.—What is it then? faid I.—It is the love, replied the, of 
generating and begetting iffue, there where we find beauty.—Be it fo, faid I. 
—It certainly is fo, the replied.— But, faid I, what has Love to do with gene- 
rating ?— Becaufe generating, anfwered fhe, perpetuates and in fome manner 
immortalizes that which is mortal. Now, that the defire of immortality 
muft always accompany the love of good, follows from what we before 
agreed in, that love was the defire of having good in perpetual poffeffion. 
For the neceflary confequence of that pofition is this, that Love detires 
immortality, 

All thefe things learned 1 formerly in a converfation with Diotima, dif- 
courfing upon Love. At another time fhe thus queftioned me: What do 
you imagine, Socrates, to be the caufe of that love, and that defire which 
lately was the fubjeCt of converfation between you and me? Do you not 
obferve, how vehement are the paffions of all brute animals * when the feafon 

comes 


* The following account of the generation of animals and their fucceflion in a continued feries 
of individuals, by which the kind is for ever kept up in exiftence, gives us a juft reprefentation 
of all outward nature: for it is in the fame manner that the world itfelf, though continually 
pafling away, and changing in every part, yet remains for ever the fame in its whole and entire 
form; life continually arifing, and repairing the rains made by death in every kind of things ; 

and 


THE BANQUET. 507 


comes in which they couple? Birds as well as beafts, you may perceive 
them all fick with love: fo intenfe is their defire, in the firft place, ta 
generate and breed. Nor is their ardour lefs afterwards in the rearing of 
their young. In defence of thefe, you fee them ready to engage ia fight, 
the weakeft animals with the ftrongeft. To fupport thefe, vou fee them 
willingly themfelves perifhing with famine; in fhort, doing and fuffering 
for their fakes the utmoit poffible. Thofe indeed of human kind, continued 
fhe, one might imagine acted thus from a motive of reafon in themte!ves : 
but, in brute animals, can you affign the caufe why the aftedions of love 
fhould be fo deep and {trong ?—I told her, I was at a lofs to account for it.— 
And do you think, faid fhe, ever to become a thorough adept in the {cience 
of love, if you are at a lofs in a cafe fo eafy ?—It is for this very reafon, faid 
J, Diotima, as I lately told you, that I come to you for inftruétion : it is 
becaufe I am fenfible how much I want it. Do you, therefore, teach me 
what the caufe is of thofe vehement affections you mentioned juft now, and 
of every other fentiment and paffion incident to love—Upon which the 
faid, If you believe that love is, what you have often owned it to be, the 
defire of having good in perpetual poffeffion, you will be at no lofs to con- 
ceive what the caufe is of thofe affeCtions. For the cafe of brute animals 
and that of the human kind are in this refpe& exadtly the fame; in both 
the fame principle prevails ; the mortal nature feeks to be perpetuated, and, 
as far as poffible, immortalized. Now this is poffidle in one only way, that 
is, by generation; in which fome new living thing is conftantly produced 
to fupply the place of the deceafed old one. And in no other manner than 
this is life continued to any individual being, of which we fay that it lives 
ftill, and pronounce it to be the fame being. Thus every man, for inftance, 
from his infancy on to old age, is called the fame perfon ; though he never 
has any thing in him which abides with him, and is continually a new 
man; having loft the man he was in his hair, in his flefh, in his bones, in 
his blood, in fine in his whole body, Nor in his body only, but in his foul 


and the frefh growth keeping pace with the decay. To preferve this living beauty in fuch its 
immortality and unfading youth, animals have thofe affections, impulfes or inftinéts, here de- 
{cribed; given to them, as imparted from the mundane foul : analogous to which are the powers of 
gravitation, attra@tion, mixture, cohefion, and others of like kind, which are indeed fo many 
vital powers given to the infenfible parts of the univerfe, as partaking of the life of nature.—-S. 
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too, does he undergo inceffant change. His ways, his manners, his opinions, 
his defires and pleatures ; his fears and fosrows ; none of thefe ever continue 
in any man the fame; but new ones are generated and {pring up in him, 
whilft the former fade and die away. But a paradox much greater than: 
any yet mentioned is with regard to knowledge: not only fome new por- 
tions of knowledge we acquire ', whilft we lofe others, of which we had: 
before been matters; and never continue long the fame perfons as to the fum: 
of our prefent knowledge ; but we fuffer alfo the like change in every 
particular article of that knowledge. For what we call meditation fuppofes: 
forne knowledge to have actually, as it were, left us; and indeed oblivion 
is the departure of this knowledge: meditation then, raifing up in the room 
of this departed knowledge a frefh remembrance in our minds, preferves. 
in fome manner and continues to us that which we had loft; fo as to make 
the memory of it, the likenefs, feem the very fame thing. Indeed every 
thing mortal is preferved in this only way,. not, by the abfolute famenefs of 
it for ever, like things divine, but by leaving behind it, when it departs, dies,, 
or vanifhes, another in its room, a new being, bearing its refemblance. By 
this contrivance in nature, Socrates, does body, and every other thing naturally. 
mortal, partake of immortality. Immortal after a different manner is. 
that which naturally is immortal. Wonder not, therefore, that all beings: 
are by nature lovingly affe€ted towards their offspring. For this affe@tionate- 
regard, this love, follows every being for the fake of immortality.—Thefe: 
things, faid I, O Diotima, wifeft cf women! undoubtedly are fo.—To- 
which fhe, in the language of the moft accomplifhed fophifts, replied, Yow 
may be affured, Socrates, it is the truth. Nor is it lefs plain, from inftances. 
of a different kind, that immortality is the great aim and end of all. For, if 
you obferve how the love of fame and glory operates on men, and what 
effect it has upon their conduét, you muft wonder at their folly in labouring: 
fo much and iuffering fo greatly in the purfuit of it, unlefs you confider the 
mighty power of that paffion which poffefles them, a zeal to become 
illuftrious in after-ages, and to acquire a fame that may laft for ever and be 
immortal. For this, more than for the fake of their families or friends, are 


= All this neceffarily follows from the nature of the human foul; all her energies being temporal, 
though her efence is eternal. She is however able to energize fuper-temporally through a union 
with an intellect fuperior to her owr.—T. 
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they ready to encounter dangers, to expend their treafures, to undergo the 
fevereft hardfhips, and to meet death itfelf. Do you think, continued fhe, 
that Alceftis would have died for her hufband Admetus to preferve his 
life? or that Achilles would have died for his friend Patroclus to avenge 
his death? or that your Athenian Codrus would have died for his children’s 
fake to fecure to them the fucceffion of his kingdom? had they not ime 
gined their virtue would live for ever in the remembrance of pofterity, 
as it actually does throughout all Greece at this very day. Affure yourfelf 
their conduét had been quite different, had they not been full of this 
imagination. For, with a view to the immortality of virtue, and the never- 
dying glory which attends it, have all great ations ever been performed; a 
view which infpires and animates the performers, in proportion to the 
degree of their own perfonal worth and excellence. For they are governed 
by that univerfal paffion, the defire of immortality. But though immor- 
tality be thus fought by all men, yet men of different difpofitions feek it by 
different ways, In men of certain conftitutions, the generative power lies 
chiefly and eminently in their bodies, Such perfons are particularly fond 
of the other fex, and court intimacies chiefly with the fair: they are eafily 
enamoured in the vulgar way of love; and procure to themfelves, by be- 
getting children, the prefervation of their names, a remembrance of them- 
felves which they hope will be immortal, a happinefs to endure for ever. 
In men of another ftamp, the faculties of generation are, in as eminent a 
degree, of the mental kind. For thofe there are who are more prolific in 
their fouls than in their bodies; and are full of the feeds of fuch an 
offspring as it peculiarly belongs to the human foul to conceive and to gene- 
rate. And what offspring is this, but wifdom and every other virtue? 
Thofe who generate moft, and who are parents of the moft numerous 
progeny in this way, are the poets, and fuch artifts of other kinds as arc faid 
to have been the inventors of their refpetive arts. But by far the moft 
excellent and beauteous part of wifdom is that which is converfant in the 
founding and well-ordering of cities and other habitations of men ; a part of 
wifdom diftinguifhed by the names of temperance and juftice. When the 
foul of any man has been teeming with the feeds of this wifdom from his 
youth (and of divine fouls it is the native property thus to teem), as foon as 
he arrives at maturity of age, and thofe feeds are fully ripened, he longs to 
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fow them in the fouls of others, and thus to propagate wifdom. In this 
fituation of his mind, his whole employment, I fuppofe, is to look about and 
fearch for beauty, where he may generate; for never can he generate on 
aught which is ugly or uncomely. Meeting firft then with outward beauty, 
that of the body, he welcomes and embraces it; but turns away from where 
he fees deformity in the body ; for his foul is full of love. But if, in his 
further and deeper fearch, he has the good fortune to meet with the inward 
and hidden beauty of a well-natured and generous foul, he then entirely 
attaches himfelf, and adheres clofely to the whole perfon in whom it is found, 
the compound of foul and body. He now finds in himfelf a facility and a 
copioufnefs of exprefiion when he entertains this partner of his foul with 
difcourfes concerning virtue; by what means it is acquired; what is a 
character completely good; what ftudies fhould be purfued; what arts be 
Jearnt; and how time fhould be employed in order to the forming fuch a 
charaG@er. Defirous, therefore, thus to form and perfe& the object of his 
love, he undertakes the office of preceptor. Indeed, whilft he is converfing 
intimately with that which is fair, thofe feeds of wifdom, which he was 
before big with, burft forth fpontaneous, and he generates. From this 
time, whether in the prefence or abfence of his miftrefs, his mind and 
memory become prompt and active; and he readily produces all his mental 
ftore. Both the parents then join in cherifhing, rearing up, and cultivating 
the fruits of their love and amorous converfe. Hence it is that a friend- 
fhip of the firmeft kind cements fuch a pair; and they are held together 
by a much ftriéter band of union than by an offspring of their bodies; 
having a common and joint intereft in an offspring from themfelves more 
beautiful and more immortal. Who would not choofe to be the father of 
fuch children, rather than of mortals fprung from his body? Who that 
confiders Homer, Hefiod, and other excellent poets, with the admiration | 
they deferve, would not with for fuch an iffue as they left behind them, an 
iffue of this mental kind, fuch as perpetuates their memory with the higheft 
honour, and procures for them an immortality of fame? Or fuch a pofte- 
rity, faid fhe, as that whofe foundation Lycurgus laid at Lacedamon, a race 
of which himfelf was the firft father, the prefervers of their country and of 
all Greece? Amongft yourfelves, what honours are paid to the memory of 
Solon, who begat the Laws! And abroad as well as at home how illuftrious 
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are the names of many others, Barbarians as well as Grecians, who have ex- 
hibited to the world many noble aĉtions, and have thus begotten all kinds 
of virtue! To men like thefe have temples often been ere€ted, on account 
of fuch their progeny : but never was any man thus honoured on account of 
his mortal merely human offspring. In the myfteries of Love thus far per- 
haps, Socrates, you may be initiated and advanced. " But to be perfected, 
and to attain the intuition of what is fecret and inmoft’?, introductory 
to which is all the reft, if undertaken and performed with a mind rightly 
difpofed, I doubt whether you may be able. However, faid fhe, not to 
be wanting in a readinefs to give you thorough information, I will do my 
beft to conduct you till we have reached the end. Do but you your beft 
to follow me. Whoever then enters upon this great affair in a proper man- 
ner, and begins according to a right method, muft have been from his ear- 
lieft youth converfant with bodies that are beautiful. Prepared by this ac- 
quaintance with beauty, he muft, in the firft place, if his leader? lead aright, 
fall in love with fome one particular perion, fair and beauteous; and on her 
beget fine fentiments and fair difcourfe. He muft afterwards confider, that 
the beauty of outward form, that which he admires fo highly in his favourite 
fair one, is fifter to a beauty of the fame kind, which he cannot but fee in 
fome other fair. If he can then purfue this corporeal beauty, and trace it 
wherever it is to be found, throughout the human fpecies, he muft want 
z 


? We have here a paufe, or break, more folemn and awful than any to be met with elfewhere 
in Plato. But it has great propriety in this place, as it becomes the fublime and myiterious cha- 
racter of Diotima; and as it is neceffary, befides, for ufhering in with the greater folemnity thofe 
very fublime and myfterious f{peculations which follow it.—S. 

* Great decorum of charaéter is here obferved in putting into the mouth of the prophetefs a 
metaphor, taken from the method of initiation into thofe religious myfterics which at that time 
were held in the higheft reverence. For, to make this initiation perfect, three orderly fteps or 
degrees were to be taken. ‘The firt was called purgation, the fecond illumination, and the third 
intuition ; to which lait but few perfons were ever deemed worthy to be raifed.—Agreeable to this 
gradation is the method obferved by Diotima in her initiation of Socrates into the myfteries of 
wifdom. Her confutation of his pretended former Notions, but, in reality, of the preceding 
{peeches in this dialogne, anfwers to the purgative part of initiation into the religious myfteries. 
Her fucceeding pofitive inftrudtions in the true do&trine of Love anfwer to the illuminative part. 
And what remains of her difcourfe, as fhe herfelf here plainly gives us to underftand, alludes to 
the laft part of the religious initiation, the intuitive.—S. 


3 That is, his demon.—T. underftanding 
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underftanding not to conceive, that beauty is one and the fame thing in all 
beauteous bodies. With this conception in his mind, he muft become a 
lover of all vifible forms, which are partakers of this beauty ; and in confe- 
quence of this general love, he muft moderate the excefs of that paffion for 
one only female form, which had hitherto engroffed him wholly : for he 
cannot now entertain thoughts extravagantly high of the beauty of any par- 
ticular fair one, a beauty not peculiar to her, but which fhe partakes of in 
common with all other corporeal forms that are beauteous. After this, if 
he thinks rightly, and knows to eftimate the value of things juftly, he will 
efteem that beauty which is inward, arid lies deep in the foul, to be of 
greater value and worthy of more regard than that which is outward, and 
adorns only the body. As foon, therefore, as he meets with a perfon of a 
beauteous foul and generous nature, though flowering forth but a little in 
fuperficial beauty, with this little he is fatisfied; he has all he wants; he 
truly loves, and affiduoufly employs all his thoughts and all his care on the 
object of his affection. Refearching in his mind and memory, he draws forth, 
he generates fuch notions of things, fuch reafonings and difcourfes, as may 
beft improve his beloved in virtue. Thus he arrives, of courfe, to view 
beauty in the arts", the fubjects of difcipline and ftudy; and comes to dif- 
cover, that beauty is congenial in them all. He now, therefore, accounts 
all beauty corporeal to be of mean and inconfiderable value, as being but a 
{mall and inconfiderable part of beauty. From the arts he proceeds further 
to the fciences, and beholds beauty no lefs in thefe *, And by this time hav- 


ing 


t The word here ufed by Plato is eairndevpact, in which he means to include all the particulars 
of right difcipline ; every ftudy, and every exercife enjoined or recommended by antient policy to 
the youth of good families and fortunes ; ; in a word, ail the accomplifhments formed by a liberal edu- 
cation. Thefe may all be reduced to three kinds; habits of regular and polite behaviour, know- 
ledge of the liberal arts, and practice of the Jiberal exercifes of the body. But as all of them depend 
on principles of art, and are acquired by ftudy and difcipline, we have ufed thefe very words 
art, fludy, and difcipline, in tranflating Plato’s emitndeupata, as the moft expreffive of his whole 
meaning.—S. 

2 The fciences here meant are thofe by the Platonifts termed mathematical, as being the pabn- 
vata, the learning, which they deemed a neceflary preparation for the itudy of true philofophy. 
Thefe were arithmetic, geometry, mufic in its theory, and aftronomy. In thefe fciences every ftep 
which the mind takes is from beauty to beauty: for every theorem new to the mind in any of 
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ing feen, and now confidering within himfelf, that beauty is manifold and 
various, he is no longer, like one of our domeftics who has conceived a 
particular affection for fome child of the family, a mean and illiberal flave 
to the beauty of any one particular, whether perfon or art, ftudy or prac- 
tice; but betaking himfelf to the ample fea of beauty, and furveying it with 
the eye of intelle@t, he begets: many beautiful and magnificent reafon- 
ings, and diancétic conceptions in prolific philofophy, till thus being 
{trengthened and increafed, he perceives what that one" fcience is 
which is fo fingularly great, as to be the {cience of fo fingularly great a 
beauty. °? But now try, continued fhe, to give me all the attention you are 
matter of. Whoever then is advanced thus far in the myfteries of Love by 
a right and regular progrefs of contemplation, approaching now to perfeét in- 
tuition, fuddenly he will difcover, burfting into view, a beauty aftonifhingly 
admirable; that very beauty, to the gaining a fight of which the aim of all 
his preceding ftudies and labours had been direéted: a beauty, whofe peculiar 
characters are thefe: In the firt place, it never had a beginning, nor will 
ever have an end, but always 1s, and always flourifhes in perfedtion, unfuf- 
ceptible of growth or of decay. In the next place, it is not beautiful only 
when looked at one way, or feen in one light; at the fame time that, 
viewed another way, or feen in fome other light, it i far from being beau- 
tiful: it is not beautiful only at certain times, or with reference only to cer- 
tain circumftances of things; being at other times, or when things are other- 
wife circumftanced, quite the contrary: nor is it beautiful only in {fome 


thefe fciences opens to her view fome proportion or fymmetry, fome harmony or order, undif- 
covered before, Each different fcience feems a different world of beauty, ftill enlarging on the 
mind’s eye, as her views become more and more extenfive in the fcience. For proportion in 
arithmetic differs from proportion in geometry; mulfical proportion differs from them both ; and 
the fcience of the celeftial orbs, of their feveral revolutions, their mutual afpects, and their di- 
ftances from each other, and from their common centre, is converfant in each of thofe three 
different proportions, and comprehends them all.—S. 

1 This one fcience is comprehended in Plato’s diale€tic, concerning which fee the Introduc- 
tion to the Parmenides.—T. 

2 This, which is the laft paufe in the fpeech, intended to renew and invigorate the attention, 
is very requifite in this place, for it precedes a defcription as admirable and as full of wonder as 
the being which it defcribes: and accordingly the ftrongeft attention is here exprefsly de- 
manded.—S. 
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places, or as it appears to fome perfons; whilft in other places, and to other 
perfons, its appearance is the reverfe of beautiful. Nor can this beauty, 
which is indeed no other than the beautiful itfelf, ever be the object of ima- 
gination ; as if it had fome face or hands of its own, or any other parts be- 
longing to body: nor is it fore particular reafon, nor fome particular fci- 
ence. It refides not in any other being, not in any animal, for inftance ; 
nor in the earth, nor in the heavens, nor in any other part of the univerfe: 
but, fimple and feparate from other things, it fubfifts alone with itfelf, and 
pofleffes an effence eternally uniform. Al! other forms which are beauteous 
participate of this ; but in fuch a manner they participate, that by their gene- 
ration or deftru€tion this fuffers no diminution, receives no addition, nor 
undergoes any kind of alteration. When from thofe lower beauties, re- 
afcending by the right way of Love, a man begins to gain a fight of this 
fupreme beauty, he muft have almoft attained fomewhat of his end. Now 
to go, or to be led by ancther, along the right way of Love, is this: begin- 
ning from thofe beauties of lower rank, to proceed in a continual afcent, 
all the way propofing this higheft beauty as the end; and ufing the reft but 
as fo many fteps in the afcent; to proceed from one to two, from twot 
to all beauteous bodies; from the beauty of bodies to that of fouls*; from 
the beauty of fouls to that of arts; from the beauty of arts to that of difci- 
plines ; until at length from the difciplines he arrives at that difcipline which 
is the difcipline of no other thing than of that fupreme beauty; and thus 
finally attains to know what is the beautiful itfelf.— Here is to be found, dear 
Socrates, faid the ftranger-prophetets 3, here if any where, the happy life, 

the 


1 Plato, in {peaking of the afcent in cerporeal beauty, very properly fays, that after paing 
from cne to tws, we muft proceed to all beautiful bodies: for it is neceffary to afcend rapidly 
from the beauty cf body to a higher beauty. 1..@ Sydenham, therefore, by changing the word 
twa (though ufed by Plato) for seny in his tranflation, has, I conceive, entirely perverted the 
accurate fenfe of the prefent pafflage.—T. 

3 In the Greek original there feens here to be a confideravle omifhion, which we have enden- 
youred to fupply as follows : the fuppiementsl words being thofe included between thefe marks []; 
QNO TWI RAAB TRUATLY (ez: TAS MARS WIS, NAL ATI TH KLANY uxw] ETI TANZIA ET ITAŽEVUATZ, Xe T. Ae 
Some fuch words are plainly neceifary to make this recapitulation agreeable to the account at large 
given before.—S. 

3 In all editions of the Greek original. we here read Mavtmxn This feems to have been the 
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the ultimate obje& of defire to man: it is to live in beholding this confum-' 
mate beauty ; the fight of which if ever you attain, it will appear not to be 
in gold ?, nor in magnificent attire, nor in beautiful youths or damfels : with 
fuch, however, at prefent, many of you are fo entirely. taken up, and with 
the fight of them fo abfolutely charmed, that you would rejoice to {pend 
your whole lives, were it poffible, in the prefence of thofe enchanting ob- 
jects, without any thoughts of eating or drinking, but feafting your eyes 
only with their beauty, and living always in the bare fight of it. If this be 
fo, what effeét, think you, would the fight of beauty itfelf have upon a man, 
were he to fee it pure and genuine, not corrupted and {tained ail over with 
the mixture of flefh, and colours, and much more of like perifhing and 
fading trafh; but were able to view that divine effence, the beautiful itfelf, 
in its own fimplicity of form? Think you, faid the, that the life of fuch a 
man would be contemptible or mean; of the man who always direéted his 
eye toward the right objeét, who looked always at real beauty, and was con- 
verfant with it continually? Perceive you not, faid fhe, that in beholding 
the beautiful with that eye, with which alone it is poffible to behold it, thus, 
and thus only, could a man ever attain to generate, not the images or fem- 
blances of virtue, as not having his intimate commerce with an image or a 
femblance ; but virtue true, real, and fubftantial, from the converfe and em- 
braces of that which is real and true. Thus begetting true virtue, and 
bringing her up till fhe is grown mature, he would become a favourite of 


grcund on which Harry Stephens and Dr. Davis built their fuopofition, that the word savrixn, 
where it occurred in a prior paflage, was a corrupt reading, and fhoukl be changed into Mavtuixn. 
But we are inclined to think, that the paflage now before us ought to be accommodated to that, 
rather than to this ; efpecially fince the reading of yaytixy in this place, as well as in that other, 
is favoured by the Latin tranflation of Ficinus; a tranflation which has always had the autho- 
rity of a manufcript allowed it, as having been made from a marufcript copy, not confu:ted by any 
of the editors, with an exactnefs almoft verbal, and accordingly with very little regard to ftyle, 
and with no great attention to the fenfe.—S. 

t Tam forry to fay that nothing can be more abfurd than the notes of Mr. Sydenham on this 
rart of the dialogue. In confequence of being perfectly ignorant of the polythcifm of the Grecks, 
he is continually offering violence to the meaning of Plato, in order to make that philofopher join 
with him in ridiculing the religion of Greece. Hence, according to Mr. Sydenham, Plito, wle: 
he here fays that the beautiful itfelf is not in geld, nor in beautitul youths or damfels, intends by 
it to ridicule gilt Ratucs, and the notion that fuch beautifu! forms as thefe of Ganymede and Hebe 
were the crnaments of the court of heaven, and the delish: cf Jy p ter Limfelf !—T. 
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the Gods; and at length would be, if any man ever be, himfelf one of the 
immortals.—The do@trines which I have now delivered to you, Phdrus, and 
to the reft of my friends here, I was taught by Diotima, and am perfuaded 
they are true, Full of this perfuafion myfelf, I endeavour to perfuade others, 
and to fhow them, that it is difficult for any man to find a better guide or 
affiftant to him than Love, in his way to happinefs. And on this account, 
I further contend, that every man ought to pay all due honours to that patron 
of human nature. For my own part, 1 make it my chief ftudy to cultivate 
the art which Love teaches, and employ myfelf upon the {ubjects proper for 
the exercife of that art with a particular attention ; encouraging others to 
follow my example, and at all times, as well as now, celebrating the power 
and virtue of Love as far as I am able.—This fpeech, Phzdrus, you may 
accept, if you are fo pleafed, for a panegyric in praife of Love: or if you 
choofe to call it by any other name, and to take it in any other fenfe, be that 
its right name, and that its proper acceptation. 


THE SPEECH OF ALCIBIADES, 


SOCRATES having thus fpoken, the reft praifed his oration ; but Arifto- 
phanes endeavoured to fay fomething, becaufe Socrates in his fpeech had 
mentioned him. Ona fudden, however, a loud knocking was heard at the 
door of the the porch, together with the voices of the intoxicated, and the 
found of the pipe. Upon this Agatho faid to the fervants, See who are there; 
and if there is any one among them fit for this company, call him in: if not, 
fay that we are no longer drinking. Not long after this the voice of Alcibi- 
ades, who was very much intoxicated, was heard in the court, afking where 
Agatho was, and commanding to be led to him. The flute-player, there- 
fore, and fome other of his companions, brought him to Agatho, and ftood 
with him at the doors, he being crowned with a garland of ivy and violets, 
having many fillets on his head, and exclaiming, Ali iail, my friends! Either 
receive as your affociate in drinking a man very much intoxicated, or Jet us 
depart, crowning Agatho alone, for whofe fake we came. For I could 
not, fays he, be with you yefterday ; but now I come with fillets on my head, 
that, from my own, l may crown the head of the wifeft and the moft beau- 
tiful perfon, if I may be allowed fo to fpeak. Do you, therefore, laugh at 

9 me 
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me as one intoxicated? However, though you may laugh, I well know that 
I fpeak the truth. But tell me immediately, whether I may come in to him 
or not; and whether you continue drinking or not? All the company, 
therefore, was in an uproar, and ordered him to enter and feat himfelf; 
which he accordingly did, and called for Agatho. Agatho, therefore, came, 
led by his companions ; and Alcibiades at the fame time taking off his fillets, 
that he might crown him, did not fee Socrates, though he fat before him, but 
fat near Agatho, and between him and Socrates: for Socrates had made way 
for him that he might fit. Alcibiades, therefore, being feated, faluted and 
crowned Agatho: and then Agatho faid, Boys, take off the fhoes of Alcibiades, 
that he may recline as the third among us. Alcibiades faid, By all means, but 
afked, Who is this third drinking companion of ours? and at the fame time 
turning himfelf round faw Socrates; but feeing him, he ftarted, and ex- 
claimed, O Hercules! what isthis? Are you again fitting here to enfnare 
me? as it is ufual with you to appear fuddenly where I leaft expected to find 
you. And now for what purpofe are you here? And why do you fit in this 
place, and not with Ariftophanes, or with fome other who is ridiculous, and 
wifhes to be fo? But you have contrived to fit with the moft beautiful of the 
guefts. Then Socrates faid to Agatho, See if you can affift me; for the love 
of this man is not to me a vile thing; fince from the time in which I began 
to love him [am no longer at liberty either to behold or fpeak to any beau- 
tiful perfon. Or does not he, in confequence of emulating and envying me 
in amatory affairs, contrive wonderful devices, and alfo revile and fcarcely 
keep his hands from me? See, therefore, that he does not do this now, but 
conciliate us; or, if he thould attempt violence, affift me: for the mania of 
this man, aud his amaiory impulfe, very much terrify me.— Alcibiades then 
faid, There is ni eccafion for any conciliation between you and me. I fhall, 
however, at fo. other time take vengeance on you for thefe things. But now, 
Agatho, favs ue, ive me fome of the fillets, that I may crown the wonderful 
head of this man, that he may not blame me that I have crowned you, but not 
him who vanquifhes all men in difcourfe, not only lately as you have donc, 
but at all times. And at the fame time receiving the fillets, he crowned So- 
crates, and feated himfelf. Being feated, therefore, ne faid, Come, gentlemen, 
drink, for you appear to me to be fober. This, however, is not to be 


allowed; for it v s agrecd that we {fhould drink. I therefore engage to be 
your 
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your leader in drinking, tiil you have drunk enough. But, Agatho, pafs the 
cup, if there isany large one. Or, rather, there is no occafion for this; but 
Bring hither, boy, faid he, that cooling veffel, which feems to hold more 
than eight cotyle’. Having filled this veffel, he firt drank himfelf, and 
afterwards ordered tnem to pour out of it for Socrates, and at the fame time 
faid, This ftratagem of mine, gentlemen, is nothing to Socrates ; for, let him 
drink as much as any one may command, he will not be in the leaf intox- 
icated *. Socrates, therefore, the boy having poured out of the large veffel, 
drank. But then Eryximachus faid, How fhall we do, Alcibiades? Shall 
we neither fay any thing, nor fing any thing, over the cup; but aé& exaétly 
like thofe that are thirfty? Upon this Alcibiades faid, Hail, Eryximachus ! 
beit of men, fprung from the beft and moft prudent of fathers, And hail 
to you, faid Eryximachus. But what fhall we do? That which you order 
us; for it is neceffary to be obedient to you. For a man who is a phyfician 
is equivalent to many others. Command, therefore, whatever you pleafe. 
Hear then, faid Eryximachus. Before you entered, it feemed to us to be 
proper that every one, beginning at the right hand, fhould deliver an oration 
in praife of Love, to the beft of his ability. All the reft of us, therefore, 
lave delivered our orations; and it is juft, fince you have not fpoken, but 
kave drunk, that you alfo fhould deliver one : and when you have fpoken, you 
may order Socrates to do whatever you pleafe, and he may alfo order him 
on his right hand, and in a fimilar manner with refpeét to thereft. Ervxi- 
machus then faid, You fpeak well, Alcibiades; but it is not equitable that a 
man intoxicated fhould engage in a verbal competition with thofe that are 
dober. But, O bleffed man, has Socrates perfuaded you with refpe& to any 


™ That is, ths of a peck. 

2 What ! lato fays near the ead of his firft’book of Laws concerning drinking largely, may ferve 
as a comment on what is here, aad in other parts of this oration, related of Socrates: “ If fome 
one,’ fays he, ‘confiding in his own nature, and being properly prepared by meditation, fhould not 
refute to exercife himfelf with many drinking afiociates, and fhould evince, in the necefary con- 
fumption of the liquor, a power fo tranfcendent and {trong, as neither greatly to err through impu- 
dence, nor to be changed through virtue; but towards the end of the liquor fhould depart with- 
out being intoxicated, fearing any human potion the leaft of all things ;—in this cafe, he would 
do fomething well.” And to this Clinias, one of the perfons of the dialogue, replies: ‘* Certainly. 


For fuch a.one, by thus a€ting, would condu& himfelf with temperance and modefty.” . Plato, 
doubtlefs, alluded to Socrates in writing this, 
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thing which he juft now faid? Or do you know that every thing which he 
faid is juft the contrary? For if 1, he being prefent, fhould praife any one, 
whether God or man, except himfelf, he would not keep his hands from me. 
Will you not predi& better things? faid Socrates. By Neptune, faid Alci- 
biades, fay nothing to thefe things; for I fhall praife no other perfon when 
you are prefent. Do fo then, faid Eryximachus: if you will, praife Socrates. 
How do you fay? faid Alcibiades. Docs it feem to you fit, O Eryximachus, 
that I fhould attack this man, and revenge myfelf before you? So then, faid 
Socrates, what have you in your mind? Will you praife me for things ridi- 
culous? or what will you do?. I fhall fpeak the truth. But fee if you per- 
mit me. Indeed, faid Socrates, I not only permit, but order you to {peak 
the truth. I fhall by all means do fo, faid Alcibiades. But obferve, if I fhould 
affert any thing that is not true, ftop me when you pleafe, and fay that in this 
I have fpoken falfely ; for I fhall not willingly lie in any thing. And do 
not wonder if, in confequence of recollecting, I narrate different circum- 
{tances from different places; for itis not an eafy thing fora man in my 
condition to enumerate readily, and in fucceffion, thy wonderful nature. 
But, gentlemen, I will thus endeavour to praife Socrates through images. 
He indeed will, perhaps, fufpeét that I fhall turn my difcourfe to things ridi- 
culous ; but the image will be for the.fake of truth, and not forthe fake of 
the ridiculous. 

I fay, then, that Socrates is moft fimilar to thofe Silenuses that are feate] 
in the workfhops of f{tatuaries, which the artifts have fabricated with pipes 
or flutesin their hands; and which, when they are bife€ted, appear to con- 
tain within ftatues ! of the Gods. And I again fay, that he refembles the 


1 Correfponding with this is the following paflage from the Scholia of Maximus on the works 
of the Pfeudo-Dionyfius the Areopagite: Exswo yap (i. e. Grieci) iix twas avdpiavtas enoiouy, unte 
NGA) LATE modxs EXOVTAS, ous £puas EXArOUY. EmoLoy de avTous Oiaxerous Sugas EXovTAs, xabarED TOHXOTDD- 
yizxous. eowbey ouy auTwv etidecav ayaruata, wy ezeCov Dewy, e€whev Ce emenrtiov Tous Epua; EDxIVOVTO OUT òt 
ipuat evTertis, Erwe de Teuvtav, Sewv auTwy x2rrwmigpous £17607. Dionyfii Opera, tom. ii. p. 209. i. e. 
“ The Greeks made certain ftatues, having neither hands nor feet, which they called Hermz. 
They fafhioned thefe with avenues, like turrets on a wall. Within thefe, therefore, they placed 
the ftatues of the Gods whom they worfhipped ; but they clofed the Hermz externally. Hence 
thefe Hermz appeared to be things of no value; but inwardly they contained the ornaments of. 
the Gods themfelves.” 
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fatyr Marfyas, That your outward form, therefore, is fimilar to thefe, 
O Socrates, even you yourfelf will not deny; but that you alfo refemble 
them in other things, hear in the next place. You are contumelious : or are 
you not? For, if you do not acknowledge it, I will bring witneffes. Are 
you not alfo a piper much more wonderful than Marfvas* ? For he charmed 
men through inftruments, by a power proceeding from the mouth; and he 
alfo accomplifhes this even now, when any one ules that modulation. For 
I call the modulation of Olympus? that of Marfyas, becaufe he inftruéted 
Olympus in it. That harmony, therefore, whether it is produced by a good 
piper, or by a bad female player on the pipe, alone detains the hearers, and 
manifefts, becaufe it is divine, thofe that ftand in need? of the Gods and 
the myfteries; but you in this refpect only differ from that harmony, that 
you effect this very fame thing by mere words without inftruments. We, 
therefore, when we hear fome other perfon relating the difcourfe of another, 
though he that relates it fhould be a very good rhetorician, yet we pay, as I 
may fay, no attention to it; but when any one hears you, or another perfon, 
relating your difcourfes, though he that repeats. them fhould be a bad fpeaker, 
and whether it be a woman, or a man, or a lad, that is the auditor, we are 
aftonifhed and poffeffed. I therefore, my friends, unleis I fhould appear to 
be very much intoxicated, will tell you upon oath in what manner I have 
heen affected by the difcourfes of this man, and how I am even now affected. 


* A celebrated piper of Celene in Phrygia. He was fo fkilful in playing on the flute, that he 
is generally confidered as the inventor of it. It is fabled of him, that he challenged Apollo to a 
trial of his fkillas a mufician ; and, being vanquifhed, the God flayed him alive. 

2 Qlympus was both a poet and a mufician: he was the difciple of Marfyas, and flourifhed be- 
fore the Trojan war. 

3 Proclus, in his MS. Commentary on the Firft Alcibiades, where he makes a divifion of mufi- 
cal inftruments, obferves, that thofe of an exciting nature were moft adapted to enthufiaftic energy. 
Hence, fays he, in the myferies, and in the greateft of myflic facrifices, the pipe is ufeful: for 
they employ its motive power in order to excite the dianoézic part to divinity. Tà ðn x:mnTixa mecs 
evbouciay oieioTata® cio On xai ev Terg MUTTNDICIS HAE EV TAIS TEAETAIS HENTIMSS AVALS. YpwvTas yap avTo Ty 
xumTina TES THY THE Giavaas eyspow emt to Sev. Such, therefore, as were excited by the melody of 
the pipe in a very {mall degree, may be fuppofed to be implied by thofe that ftand in need of the 
Gods and myiteries ; as the other machinery of the myfteries, in conjunction with the pipe, would 
neceffarily produce that excitation which the pipe alone was, in fuch as thele, incapable of 
eifecting. 

For 
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For waen I hear him, my heart leaps much more than that of thofe who 
celebrate the myfteries of the Corybantes; and my tears flow from his dif- 
courfes. I alfo fee many others affected in the fame manner. But when I 
hear Pericles, and other good rhetoricians, I think, indeed, that they {peak 
well, but I fuffer nothing of this kind; nor is my foul agitated with tumult, 
nor is it indignant, as if it were in a fervile condition. But by this Marfyas 
I am often fo affected, that it appears to me I ought not to live while I lead 
fuch a life as I do. You will not, Socrates, fay that thefe things are not 
true. And even now I perceive that, if I were willing to liften to him, 1 
could not bear it, but fhould be aftected in the very fame manner. For he 
would compel me to acknowledge, that, being yet deficient in many things, 
I neglect myfelf, but attend to the affairs of the Athenians *. By violence, 
therefore, reftraining my ears, I depart from him, fiving, as it were, from 
the Syrens, left I fhould fit with him till I became old. From him alone 
likewife, of all men, | fuffer that which no one would think to be in me, to 
be afhamed of fomething. But I am abafhed before him alone. For I am 
confcious that I am unable to deny that what he exhorts me to do ought not 
to be done; but when I depart from him, I am vanquifhed by the honour 
which I receive from the multitude. I therefore avoid, and fly from him ; 
and when I fee him I am afhamed, in confequence of what I had confented 
to do. And often, indeed, it would be a pleafure to me no longer to fee him 
among men: and yet again, if this fhould happen, I well know that I fhould 
be in a much greater degree afflicted; fo that I am ignorant in what man- 
ner I fhould ufe this man. And from the modulations, indeed, of this fatyr, 
both I and many others have fuffered fuch-like things. 

But hear from me how much he refembles fuch things as I fhall affimilate 
him to, and what a wonderful power he poffeffes. For be well affured of 
this, that no one of you knows him; but I will manifeft him, fince I have 
begun to fpeak. You fee then that he is difpofed in a very amatory manner 
towards beautiful things; and that he is always converfant with and afto- 
nifhed about thefe. And again, he knows all things, and yet knows no- 
thing*; fo that this figure of him is very Silenical; for he is externally 

invefted 


t See the Firft Alcibiades. 


2 Very few have penetrated the profound meaning of Socrates when he faid that he knew no- 
eet 3 x thing. 
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invefted with it, like a carved Silenus. But when he is opened inwardly, 
would you think, O my fellow guefts, how replete he is with temperance ? 
Know alfo, that neither if any one is beautiful, does he pay any attention to 
his beauty, but defpifes it far beyond what you would fuppofe ; nor does he 
efteem any one for being rich, or for poffeffing any other honour from the 
things which are confidered as bleffed by the multitude. But he thinks that 
all thefe poffeffions are of no worth, and that we are nothing. He alfo 
paffes the whole of his life among men in irony and jeft; but when he is 
ferious and is opened, I know not whether any one of you has feen the 
images which are within. I however once faw them, and they appeared 
to me to be fo divine, golden, all-beautiful and wonderful, that I was deter- 
mined to act in every refpect conformably to the advice of Socrates. Think- 
ing too that he paid great attention to my beauty, I confidered this as my 
gain, and as a circumftance wonderfully fortunate, as I conceived that by 
gratifying Socrates I fhould hear from him all that he knew, For I formed 
a great opinion of my beauty, and thought it admirable. Thus conceiving, 
as prior to this I had never been with him alone without an attendant, I 
then difmiffed my attendant, and remained with him alone: for it is necef- 
fary to narrate every thing to you truly. 

But now attend to me; and if I lie, do you, Socrates, confute me. I was 
with him, O my fellow guefts, I alone with him alone, and expected that 
ke would immediately fpeak to me in fuch a manner as lovers are accuftomed 
to {peak to the objects of their love in folitude; and I was delighted with 
the expeftation. Nothing however of this kind took place; but he dif- 
courfed with me as ufual till evening, and then departed. After this, | 
incited him to engage with me in gymnattic exercifes, expecting that I 
fhould effect fomething by this mean. We engaged, therefore, in thefe 
exercifes, and often wreftled together, no one being prefent. But what 
occation is there to fay more? I did not in the leaft accomplith my purpofe. 
Not fucceeding, therefore, in this in any refpeét, it appeared to me that I 
fhould attack the man more ftrenuoufly, fince it was my determination to 
enfnare him. Hear now then what the thing was. I invited him to fup 


thing. But he doubtlefs intended to fignify by this the nothingnefs of human compared with 
divine knowledge. For to knew that this is the true condition of human knowledge, it is 
neceffary to know previoufly all the natures fuperior to man. 

with 
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with me, in reality forming the fame ftratagem as a lover would for the 
objects of his love. He did not readily accept my invitation: however, 
{fome time after he accepted it. But when he came, as foon as he had 
fupped, he wifhed to depart; and then I being afhamed confented to his 
going away. Again however attacking him, after fupper, 1 difcourfed with 
him a confiderable part of the night; and when he again wifhed to depart, 
obferving that it was late, I compelled him to ftay. He repofed, therefore, 
in a bed next to mine, and in which he had fupped; and no other perfon 
befides us flept in the houfe. Thus far then, what I have faid is well, and 
might have been faid to any one; but you muft not hear me narrate what 
follows without firft admitting the proverb, that wine without childhood £ 
and with. childhood is true. Befides, to leave in obfcurity the proud deed of 
Socrates appears to me unjuft in one who undertakes to praife him. To 
which I may add, that I am affected in the fame manner as he is who is 
bitten by a viper: for they fay he is not willing to tell his feelings except 
to thofe that are in a fimilar condition, as they alone can know them, and: 
will pardon every thing which he may dare to do and fay through the pain. 
I, therefore, have been bit by that which gives more pain, and which indeed 
caufes the moft acute of all pains. For thofe who have the heart or foul, 
or whatever elfe it may be proper to call it, bit and wounded by philofo- 
phic difcourfes, find the pain to be much more acute than that produced 
by the bite of the viper, and are impelled by it to do and fay any thing; 
when fuch difcourfes are received in a foul juvenile and not ignoble. Again, 
therefore, looking at Phzdrus, Agatho, Eryximachus, Paufanias, Arifto- 
demus, Ariftophanes, and, in thort, Socrates, and the reft of the company ; 
Since all of you, faid he, partake with me of the mania and Bacchic fury of 
philofophy, on this account let all hear me. For you will pardon what 1 
then did, and what I now fay. But let the fervants, or any other pro- 
fane? and ruftic perfon that may be prefent, clofe their ears with mighty 

gates, 


1 Meaning that wine makes both children and others fpeak the truth. 
2 Plato when he wrote this had doubtlefs that Orphic verfe in his mind, 


DoeLopas dis Qeyets ecTi, Jupa; 3” emsPeobe BeCnros. 


i. e. “ I fpeak to thofe to whom it is lawful; fhut your gates, ye profane.” And Proclus informs 
3x 2 ue 


524 THE BANQUET. 


gates. When, therefore, the lamp was exinguifhed, and the fervants had 
left the room, it appeared to me requifite to employ no diffimulation towards 
him, but freely to tell him my fentiments. And I faid, moving him, Socra- 
tes, are you afleep? Not yet, he replied. Do you know then, what I 
conceive? About what particularly? faid he. You appear to me, I replied, 
to be the only lover worthy of me, though you are not forward in courting 
me. But, as I am thus affetted, I think it would be very ftupid, not to 
gratify you in this particular, and in any thing elfe of which you may be 
in want, whether it be my property, or my friends: for nothing is to me 
more honourable than to become the beft of men. But I think that no one 
can give me more affiftance in this than you. And I fhould much more 
fear the reprehenfions of the wife, in not gratifying fuch a man, than I 
fhould fear the many and the unwife by gratifying him. Socrates, having 
heard me, faid, very ironically, and very much after his ufual manner, O 
beloved Alcibiades, you appear in reality to be no vile perfon, if what you fay 
concerning me is true, and there is in me a certain power, through which 
you can be made better, and if alfo you perceive in me an immenfe beauty, 
and very much excelling the elegance of your form. If, therefore, perceiv- 
ing this, you endeavour to have communion with me, and to change beauty for 
beauty, you ftrive to poffefs much more than I do; for inftead of the opinion 
you endeavour to obtain the truth of beauty, and conceive that you fhall in 
reality exchange brafs for gold. But, O bleffed youth, confider more maturely, 
nor let me be concealed from you, who am nothing. For then indeed the 


fight 


us in his MS. Commentary on the Firft Alcibiades, that there was an infcription in the Eleu- 
finian grove forbidding the uninitiated to enter into the adyta or fecret recefles of the temple. 
Tos yap tis To Tov EAEVTINOV TEMEVOS EIFIOUGIV} rdnAov TO TPOYPALMZ UN A wpe ETW THY adutwv, ANTOS oud 
HAI ATEAETTOS. 

Alcibiades, therefore, as he is about to relate a circumftance which, confidered independently 
of the defign with which it is mentioned, is indecent, very properly forbids the profane to be 
auditors of it. For in this he follows the myfteries, in which, as I have fhown in my Differtation 
on them, p. 123, the indecent was introduced. In the myfleries too, as exhibitions of this kind 
were defigned to free the initiated from licentious paffions by gratifying the fight, and at the fame 
time vanquifhing defire through the awful fanctity with which thefe rites were accompanied, fo 
what is now related by Alcibiades is introduced by Plato, in order to liberate his countrymen 
from an unnatural vice. So that it benefits the reader at the fame time that it exalts the cha- 


rater 


THE BANQUET, $25 


fight of the dianoétic power begins to perceive acutely, when that of the 
eye lofes its acme. You, however, are as yet at a diftance from thefe things. 
Having heard him, I replied, With refpeét to myfelf the particulars are fuch 
as I have told you, nor have I faid any thing different from what I conceive ; 
but do you advife in fuch a manner as you may think beft both for you and 
me. This, faid he, you fay well: for in future let us, confulting together, 
do that which appears to be beft for us, both about thefe and other parti- 
culars. Having heard and replied to thefe things, and ceafing to fpeak, as 
if I had thought that he was wounded with a dart, I rofe, and would not 
fuffer him to fpeak any more; and wrapping myfelf round with this old 
garment (for it was winter), I reclined in it, embracing in my arms this 
truly divine and wonderful man, and thus lay the whole night. And again, 
Socrates, neither will you fay that I have afferted thefe things falfely. But 
though I aéted in this manner, yet he was victorious, and defpifed, ridiculed, 
and even infulted my beauty. And as, O my fellow guefts, you are judges 
of the haughtinefs of Socrates, I call the Gods and Goddeffes to witnefs, that 
I rofe from Socrates no otherwife than if I had flept with my father, or my 
elder brother. 

What then do you fuppofe were my thoughts after this, conceiving that 
I had been defpifed, but admiring the nature, the temperance and fortitude 
of this man? conceiving that I had met with fuch a man for prudence and 
fortitude, as I fhould never have expe&ed to find? Hence I could not be 
in any refpe& angry with him, nor could I abandon his converfation, nor 
difcover any means of alluring him. For I well knew that it is much more 
difficult to fubdue him by money, than it was to vanquifh Ajax by the 


racter of Socrates. Admirably, therefore, is it obferved by Jamblichus, (De Myft. p. 22.) * that 
as in comedies and tragedies, on beholding the paffions of others we reprefs our own, render them 
moderate, and are purified from them; in like manner in the myfteries, by feeing and hearing 
things indecent, we are liberated from the injury with which the performance of them is at- 
tended.” He adds, “ Things of this kind, therefore, are introduced for the fake of healing our 
foul, moderating the maladies which adhere to it through generation, and freeing it from its 
bonds; and hence Heraclitus very preperly called them remedies. Ata Touto tv Th xwputia xas 
cpayntia a?rotpia mabn Sewpouvtes icrauty Ta omer Madn, Kat peTpUTEpA aMtpyaCousla, sai amoxabaipoutv® 
EY TE TOIS itfOsS) Jeamact TICI XAI axouguaci Tay arcxpwv, amorucpsla TNS EMI TOV Epywr aM’ auTUY CYL 
mimrouons Bazens. Csrameias ouv ivence tng ev huw PUR, Nal pETPIOTHTOS Twy dia THY YEISON MpoTgU0~ 
MEVOY QUTN NANUS, AVTEVE TE AWO TUY ČECHY) KAI AMAM|YNS RAP, TA TAUTA MpocayeTas® wai dia Touta 
axoras AUTE axsa ‘“Hpaxrsitos xpocsimer. 
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fword; and that by which alone I thought he might be enfnared deceived 
me. Hence I wandered about dubious, and more enflaved by this man 
than any one by any other. All thefe things, therefore, were at that time 
effected by me. After this, he was my affociate and my daily gueft in the 
military.expedition againft Potidæa. And here, in the firft place, he not 
only furpaffed me, but all others, in labours. Hence, when we were 
compelled through a deficiency of provifions to faft, as is fometimes the cafe 
in armies, the reft were nothing to him with refpeét to endurance, Again, 
in feafts at the military table, he alone was the only perfon that appeared to 
enjoy them; and though he was unwilling to drink, yet when compelled 
he vanquifhed all the reft. And what is the moft wonderful of all, no one 
ever faw Socrates intoxicated. However, it feems to me that a confutation 
of this will immediately follow ?. But with refpeét to endurance in the 
feverity of the winter (for the winter there 1s very fevere), he performed 
wonders; and once, the cold being fo dreadful that no one could venture 
out of his tent, or, if he did venture, he was very abundantly clothed, and 
had his feet bound and wrapt in wool and fheep-fkins, Socrates then went 
out with juft the fame clothing as before this he was accuftomed to wear. 
He likewife marched through the ice without fhoes, more eafily than others 
with fhoes. But the foldiers beheld him as one who defpifedthem, And 
thus much for thefe particulars. 

Again, what this {trenuous man did and endured in that army, it is worth 
while to hear. For thinking deeply about fomething one morning, he ftood 
confidering it; and though he was not able to difcover what he was in- 
veftigating, he did not defift, but ftood exploring. It was now too mid-day, 
and the foldiers perceived him, and wondering, faid one to the other, that 
Socrates had {tood from the morning cogitating °. At length fome of the 

Ionian 


Alcibiades fays this as being intoxicated himfelf. 


* Socrates is not the only inftance of this dominion of the rational foul over the body, but a 
fimilar abftraćtion is related of other philofophers. It is faid of Xenocrates, the difciple of Plato, 
that he was for one hour every day abftracted from body. Archimedes was fo intent on geo- 
metrical figures that he was infenfible to the capture of his country, and to the enemy ftanding 
before him. Plotinus, as his difciple Porphyry informs us, was often fo abiflraéted from body, as 
to be united by an ineffable energy with the higheft God ; and this alfo once happened to Porphyry. 
Heraclitus and Democritus, in order to obtain this abftraction in perfeQiion, withdrew into foli- 

tude. 
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Ionian foldiers when it was evening, having fupped (for it was then fum- 
mer), laid themfelves down on the bare ground, that they might obferve 
whether he continued in the fame pofture through the night. But he ftood 
till it was morning and the fun rofe; after which he departed, having firft 
adored the fun. If you are alfo willing, hear how he conduéted himfelf in 
battle ; for it is but juft to relate this. For in that engagement in which 
the commanders of the army conferred on me thofe rewards which are ufually 
given to {uch as have conduéted themfelves beft in battle, no other man 
faved me than Socrates; for, as I was wounded, he was not willing to leave 
me, but preferved both my arms and me. And I indeed, O Socrates, at 
that time urged the commanders to give you the rewards which are be- 
itowed on the mof valiant; and for faying this, you neither blame me, nor 
accufe me of fpeaking falfely. The commanders, however, looking to my 
dignity, withed to give me thofe rewards, you alfo being more defirous that 
I fhould receive them than yourfelf. 

Further ftill, O fellow guefts, it was well worth while to behold Socrates 
when our army fled from Delium; for I happened to be in that battle 
among the cavalry, but Socrates was among the foot. The ranks, there- 
fore, being broken, he and Laches retreated ; and I meeting with and feeing 
the troops, immediately exhorted them to take courage, and faid that I 
would not abandon them. Here then I could fee Socrates better than at 
Potidzea; for I was in lets fear, becaufe I was on horfeback. In the frft 
place, therefore, he greatly furpafled Laches in prudent caution; and, in 
the next place, he appeared to me, O Ariftophanes, to carry himfelf loftily, 
as you alfo fay he does here, and darting his eye around calmly to furvey. 
both friends and enemies; fo that it was manifeft to every one, and even to 
him that was at a confiderable diftance, that he who touched this man 


tude. Hence the former of thefe through intenfe fludy was of a forrowful afpect; and the 
latter, when he began to recall his intellect from the fenfes, and was impeded by his eyes, blinded 
himfelf. In fhort, all thote who have made great difcoveries in the regions of. fcience have 
accomplifhed this by retiring from body into the fublime tower of intellect. Hence Plato fays in 
the Phedrus, that the intellects of philofophers efpecially recover the wings of the foul, becaufe 
they are always attentive to divine concerns ; and on this account heat ore time calls fuch phi- 
Jofophers divine, and at another fons of the Gods. Flence too Ariftotle fays, in his Problems, 
that all who have excelled in any art have been melancholy, whether they were born fuch, or 
whether they became fuch by centinued meditation.. 

would 
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would be very ftrenuoufly refifted. Hence both he and his companion 
retreated with fecurity; for fcarcely was any one attacked who thus con- 
duéted himfelf in the battle, but they purfued thofe that fled rapidly and in 
diforder. 

There are many other things, indeed, in which Socrates is admirable, and 
for which he might be praifed. And in other purfuits, others perhaps 
may merit the fame praife; but to refemble no man, neither of the antients 
nor the moderns, this is a circumftance worthy of all wonder. For fuch as 
Achilles was, fuch alfo it may be conjectured was Brafidas " and others : 
and again, fuch as Pericles was, fuch alfo it may be faid were Antenor and 
Neftor. And there are likewife others that after the fame manner may 
be compared with others. But fuch a prodigy is this man, both as to him- 
felf and his difcourfes, that no one by fearching will find any man that 
nearly refembles him, neither among thofe of the prefent age nor among 
the antients. He can, therefore, only be faid to refemble, both in himfelf 
and his difcourfes, thofe things to which I have compared him, viz. no one 
among men, but the Silenuses and Satyrs. For I omitted to mention this 
before, that his difcourfes are moft fimilar to the Silenuses when opened. 
For the difcourfes of Socrates, to him who is willing to hear them, will at 
firft appear to be perfeétly ridiculous; fince the nouns and verbs which he 
employs externally enfold a certain gift of a reviling Satyr. For he {peaks 
of affes and their burthens, of copper-fmiths, fhoe-makers and tanners, and 
he always appears to fay the fame things through the fame; fo that every 
unfkilful and ignorant man will ridicule his words. But he who beholds his 
difcourfes when opened, and penetrates into their depth, will, in the firft 
place, find that they alone of all other difcourfes contain intelle& within 
them; and, in the next place, that they are moft divine, are replete with 
numerous images of virtue, and have a very ample extent, or rather extend 
themfelves to every thing which it is fit he fhould contider who intends to 
becomea truly worthy man. Thefe then are the things, my fellow guetts, for 
which I praife and alfo for which I blame Socrates. I have likewife inferted in 
them the injuries which he has done me. Nor has he alone aéted in thismanner 
towards me, but alfo towards Charmides the fon of Glauco, Euthydemus the 


* Brafidas was a famous Spartan general, who, after many great victories obtained over Athens 
and other Grecian ftates, died of a wound at Amphipolis, which Cleon the Athenian had befieged- 
fon 


THE BANQUET. 520 


fon of Diocles, and very many others; for he has deceived thefe, as if he 
had been their lover, when at the fame time he rather became the beloved 
object himfelf. Hence, I caution you, O Agatho, not to be deceived by this 
man, but, knowing what I have fuffered, take care, and do not, as the pro- 
verb fays of fools, become wife by experience. 

Ariftodemus related, that when Alcibiabes had thus fpoken, the freedom of 
his fpeech excited a general laugh, becaufe he appeared to have for Socrates 
an amatory regard. Socrates, therefore, faid, You feem tome, O Alcibiades, 
to be fober; for, otherwife, you weuld not have attempted in fo elegant 
and circuitous a manner to conceal that for the fake of which you have faid 
all thefe things, nor would you have afferted that which, as if foreign from 
the purpofe, you have added at the end; as if the intention of all that you 
have faid was not to feparate me and Agatho. For you think that I ought 
to love you and no other, and that Agatho ought to be loved by you, and by 
no one befides. Neither is this Satyric and Silenic drama of yours concealed 
from, but is perfectly evident to, us. But, dear Agatho, may none of thefe 
his contrivances fucceed! and let us endeavour that nothing may feparate 
you and me. To this Agatho replied, Indeed, Socrates, you appear to {peak 
the truth; and I infer that he fits between you and me, that he may fepa- 
rate us. He will, however, derive no advantage from this; for I will come 
and fit next to you. By all means, faid Socrates, come hither, and fit below 
me. O Jupiter! Alcibiades exclaimed, how much do I fuffer from this 
man! He thinks it is neceffary to furpafs me in every thing; but, O won- 
derful man, fuffer Agatho, if no one elfe, to fit between us. It is impoffible, 
faid Socrates: for you have praifed me, and it is neceffary that I fhould now 
praife him fitting at my right hand, If, therefore, Agatho reclines under 
you, he certainly will not again praife me before he has been praifed by me. 
But ceafe, O demoniacal man, and do not envy my praife of the lad; for I 
very much defire to pafs an encomium on him. Excellent! excellent! faid 
Agatho to Alcibiades: there is no reafon why I fhould ftay here, but there 
is every reafon that I fhould change my feat, that I may be praifed by So- 
erates. Thefe things, faid Alcibiades, are ufual ; when Socrates is prefent, 
it is impoffible for any other to fhare the favours of the beautiful. And now 
obferve how eafily, and with what perfuafive language, he draws this youth 
to him. After this Agatho rofe, that he might fit by Socrates : but on a fud- 
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den many revellers came to the gates, and, finding them open, in confequence 
of fome one having gone out, they entered and feated themfelves. Hence, 
all things were full of tumult; and as there was no longer any order ob- 
ferved, every one was compelled to drink a great quantity of wine. Arifto- 
demus therefore faid, that Eryximachus and Phedrus, and fome others, 
‘went home to take fome fleep; but that he flept there very abundantly, the 
nights being long, and rofe about daybreak, the cocks then crowing. When, 
therefore, he had rifen, he faw that fome of the guefts were afleep, and that 
others had departed; but that Agatho, Ariftophanes, and Socrates, were the 
only perfons awake, and were drinking to the right hand out of a great bowl. 
He alfo added, that Socrates was difcourfing with them ; but that he did not 
recolle& what the difcourfe was, becaufe he was not prefent at the begin- 
ning of it, as he was then afleep. However, the fum of it, he faid, was 
this, that Socrates compelled them to acknowledge that it was the province 
of the fame perfon to compote comedy and tragedy ; and that he who was by 
art a tragic, was alfo a comic poet. When they had affented to thefe things 
by compulfion, and not very readily, Ariftodemus faid, they fell afleep; 
and that Ariftophanes fell afleep firft, and afterwards, it being now day, 
Agatho; but that Socrates, they being afleep, rifing, went out, he as ufual 
following him. And laftly, that Socrates went to the Lyceum, and, having 
wathed himfelf as at another time, converfed there the whole day, and in the 
evening went home to reft, 
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FROM THE MS. COMMENTARY * OF PROCLUS ON THAT DIALOGUE. 


THE beginning of this admirable Commentary, which is dedicated to Afclepiodotus 
the phyfician, is as follows :—* I befeech all the Gods and Goddeffes to lead my in- 
telle&t to the propofed theory, and, enkindling in me the fplendid light of truth, to 
expand my dianoetic power to the fcience of beings, to open the gates of my foul to 
the reception of the divine narration of Plato, and, conducting, zs to a port, my know- 
Iedge to the moft fplendid of being, to liberate me from an abundance of falfe wif- 
dom, and the wandering about non-beings, by a more intelle&tual converfe with rcal 
beings, through which alone the eye of the foul is nourifhed and watered, as Socrates 
fays in the Phedrus. And may the intelligible Gods impart to me a perfect intellect ; 
the intellectual, an anagogic power ; the fupermundane rulers, an energy indiffoluble 


and liberated from material knowledge; the governors of the world, a winged life; 


* Though I have already cited largely from this admirable Commentary, yet I rejoice in the opportunity 
which is afforded me of makirg the following additions from it. There is not, perhaps, among the writings 
of the antients any one which, on the whole, is fo well calculated to lead the lover of wifdom gradually to a 
knowledge of the moft fublime, arduous, and felicitous doctrines of the philofophy of Plato. Incfiimab'y 
great are the bencfits which I have derived from the Rudy of it; and it is my earneft with that the reader of 
thefe and the preceding extracts may be able so ftrengthen this teflimony of its excellence by his own ex- 
perience, For, if I may be allowed to prophefy, this Work, if not at prefent, will at fome future period be 
the fource of the greateft good to mankind, and will be admired and ftudied as it deferves, while the duration 
of writings of a different kind, though now fo popular, will, when compared with the extent of this, be 


fleeting like that of morning dreams, 
the 
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the angelic choirs, a true unfolding into light of divine concerns ; beneficent daemons, 
a plenitude of infpiration from the Gods; and heroes, a magnanimity permanently 
venerable and elevated! And, in fhort, may all the divine genera perfectly prepare 
me for the participation of the moft infpcétive and myftic theory which Plato unfolds to 
us in the Parmenides, with a profundity adapted to the things themfelves! And mayeft 
thou *, who art truly agitated with divine fury, in conjunction with Plato, who wert 
my affociate in the refioration of divine truth, my leader in this theory, and the true 
hierophant of thefe divine do&trines, fill me with thy moft pure intellectual eoncep- 
tions! For, WITH RESPECT TO THIS TYPE OF PHILOSOPHY, I SHOULD SAY, THAT 
IT CAME TO MEN FOR THE BENEFIT OF TERRESTRIAL SOULS; THAT IT MIGHT BE 
INSTEAD OF STATUES, INSTEAD OF TEMPLES, INSTEAD OF THE WHOLE OF SACRED" 
INSTITUTIONS, AND THE LEADER OF SAFETY BOTH TO THE MEN THAT NOW ARE, 
AND TO THOSE THAT SHALL EXIST HEREAFTER t.—Evyouas toç Dicts NACI Kal WAT als, 
TOOUYHTKL [LOU TOY VOUY EIG TAY TpOKEILEVAY Dewplay, Hot Dwg Ev Epot TTIAT VOY TS aANOsIAS avo 
Wavtas avanmrwrcl THY spy Sscevoseey ER AUT AY THY TWV OVTWY EXITTHLNY, avolEaITs TAS TAS 
puxns TAS SUNG TAKS tiG úz odoy NY Tyg ev9cou tou TlAcrewvos uPayynoewe, xat Oppeiravras pow 
TAV YYWTIY EiS TO DavOTATOY TOU ovTog, MavoaKs TYG TOAANS SokoroPias, xat TNS WEpl TH pN: 
CTA TAAING, TH Wil TX CVTH VOSDWTATN OLATpPION, Tap wy peovoy to Ths Wuxns oup pæ Topera TE 
zæ DETR! xajanep nru o zv Tw Dada LWHIATNS» EVOOUYAL TE [0l VOUY [LEY TEALOY, TOIS YON 
Taç Gicig" Suveemu OF avaywyov Toig voEois® evsaryeray Of AUTO x21 cePerpsvyy Twy VAIL yyw 
OiU, TOG UTEP TY OYTWV OAwY jys ovais Conv ÑE extipwpsviy, TCG TOY Koo poy Max oyTæIs" 
enDayow 0: Twy uws arnbyy, Toig AY YEALKOIS XORO” AMOTANPWT LY dE THS TAPA, Dewy ENITVOLAS, 
Tez ayalois daruosais psyaroPeovx Ò: mat cipvyy nos UIANY XATA TTATI, TOS NWSI 
Tayra Of uMAws Tite yew, MARXOT KEVYY evIqvat poi TEALCLY EIG THY [ETOUTIAY TAG EMORTING= 
TATE TOV TlAatwyos xa PUTT iMwTAt nS Jewpicess 4 exact pE ý pety AUTOS EY TW IMaæppusvidy 
ETX TNS MEOTHAOUTHS TOI Mexy back Baduryros. ammarwes ò: Tais autou nabapwrataæis Tie 
Goàzis 6 tw TiAatwi uev cu Bany euras ws anws xat o cotos xatartas (lege 00T T91%,05 


KaTaTaTTATHS) Tas Deas atybzias, THS òE Dewas NLY YEVOLEVOG TAUTNG YEM, HL THY erwy 


* Proclus here invokes his preceptor Syrianus; by which it appears that this Commentary was written 
after the death of that great philcfopher. 
+ This concluding fentence forms the motto to this tranflation of Plato's works. 
7 FOUIT WY 


ON TIIE PARMENIDES. 535 


° e Ld 
TOUTWY Acywy O/TWE tepoPaytyg. ov eyw aiv ay Dirorofias tumov es as JowTovg 22.52 ex’ 
. € 
Evcspyeria TWY Toe Dura, QYTL TOY AYAA LATY, OTs Tw zpw QYTL TNS OANS AYITTHAF ZU- 


TNS» KAL TWTNUAS APXNYOY ToS YE YUY OUTIY av9oun org xxt Toiç siravbig YENTOMEVOLS. 


Page 37. When we arrived at Athens from Clazomenia, ec. 


The Italic philofophers, fays Proclus, being converfant with the fpeculation of the 
forms of beings, concerned themfelves but little with the philofophy of objeđs of opi- 
nion; but thofe of Ionia paid little attention to the theory of intelligibles, but mi- 
nutely confidered nature, and the works of nature. Socrates and Plato, however, par- 
ticipating of both thefe philofophies, gave perfection to the fubordinate, and unfolded 
the more elevated. This, indeed, Socrates manifefts in the Phado, when he fays, 
that formerly he was a lover of phyfiology, but that afterwards he recurred to forms 
and the divine caufes of beings. Hence, that which they demonftrate in their philo- 
fopay, by giving perfection both to the Ionic and Italic doctrines, this Plato appears 
to me to have indicated by the prefent circumftance; and what is wonderful in it, and 
fufficiently explanatory of the things which are here difcuffed, thofe from Ionia come 
to Athens, that they may partake of more perfe@ dogmas: but thofe from Athens do 
not for the fame reafon go to Italy, that they may partake of the Italic philofophy ; but, 
on the contrary, being at Athens, they there communicate thcir proper dogmas. 
Thus, alfo, thofe who are able to look to beings themfelves, will perceive that things 
firft are every where prefent with unimpeded energy, as far as to the laft of things, 
through fuch as are middles ; that fuch as are laft are perfected through middles ; and 
that middles reccive into themfelves that which is imparted by firt naturcs, but move 
and convert to themfelves fuch as are laft. Let, therefore, Ionia be a fymbol of na- 
ture; but Italy of an intellectual effence; and Athens of that which has a middle 
fubfiftence, through which, to excited fouls, there is an afcent from naturc to intellect. 
This, therefore, Cephalus immediately fays in the Introduction, that coming from 
Clazomenia to Athens for the fake of hearing the difcourfes of Parmenides, he met 
in the forum with Adimantus and Glauco, and through thefe becoming acquainted 
with Antiphon, heard the difcourfes, which he related as he had learnt them from Py- 
thodorus, who had heard them from Parmenides. Through this alfo it is indicated, 

that 
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that he who is to be led back to an intelligible effence ought, in the firft place, to be 
excited from body, and to fly from a communion with it: for the body is the habita- 
tion of the foul. In the next place, that he fhould connect himfelf with the allotment 
of Minerva among wholes, through the participation of which allotment, it is no 
longer wonderful that the foul fhould become a fpectator of firft entities, and through 
thefe arrive at the infpection of the unities of beings. But if you are not only willing 
to fpeak in this manner,. but ftill more univerfally, you may fay, that the Gods who 
govern nature, and the all-various powers. of material forms, and who alfo contain the 
whole of indivifible and fenfible reafons, are fufpended from the firft caufe, and, being 
illuminated by Minerva, are converted to the intellectual region, and haftily withdraw 
themfelves from the mundane fyfiem; for this alfo is faid to be the habitation of the 
Gods which it contains. By this converfion, alfo, they are led to the united multitude 
of beings, and there, through divine power, proceed to the monad of all multitude. 
For what is here faid by Plato affords an image of thefe things to thofe that are not 
entirely unacquainted with fuch-like fpeculations. For every phyfical form is worfe 
than multitude; but the multitude above this is, indeed, as it is faid to be, multitude,. 
but alfo participates of a coordinate unity. But prior to this is the exempt one, to 
which there is an afcent through the duad as a medium. The departure, therefore,. 
from Clazomenia evinces an energy exempt from phyfical reafons; but the meeting: 
with Adimantus and Glauco in the forum indicates the dominion of the duad in 
united multitude; and the affociation with Antiphon through thefe, the returning to 
their unity, by which they derive perfection, and a plenitude of divine goods. For 
in every order of Gods there is a monad, and the dominion of the duad, and the whole 
of difiributed. is conjoined with the monad, through united multitude, and the duadı 
it contains, which is the mother, and, as it were, root of this multitude. 

Thefe things, as I have faid, afford an image of the Gods themfelves, and will pre- 
fent to thofe who are willing to.follow the analogy, an abundance of conception. For 
yeu may obferve that the Clazomenians are many, but that Adimantus and Glauco 
are two; and through thefe two the many communicate with Antiphon, who is one. 
And it is evident that every where the multiplied enjoys the monad through the duad ; 


that things fecondary are always fufpended from the natures prior to them; and that 
all 
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all are extended to the one Parmenidean intellect. For the Clazomenians are in want 
of Adimantus and Glauco ; thefe lead the Clazomenians to Antiphon ; Antiphon fills 
them with the difcuurfes of Pythodorus ; and Pythodorus is the meffenger of the con- 
verfation of Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates. Thefe two again arc united to Parme- 
nides, and with to adhere to his do€trine ; Socrates, indeed, looking to the multitude 
of forms, but Zeno uniting this multitude, and haftening to the one itfelf. We may 
alfo contemplate their order as follows:—Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates, preferve au 
image of the whole of the divine order ; but thofe that follow are affimilated to the fe- 
condary genera. And Pythodorus, indeed, may be ranked according to the fummit 
of daemons, announcing and tran{mitting to fecondary fuch things as proceed from 
primary natures. For both thefe pertain to this f{ummit; the one as to that which is 
filled, the other as to that which fills. But Antiphon may be ranked according to the 
dzmoniacal order itfelf. For this order ufes appetite and impulfes, and, in fhort, 
affumes a fecondary life. Hence, he is reprefented as fkilled in the equeftrian art, 
He, therefore, is filled from thofe that are firft, but fills thofe after him with an ana- 
gogic converfation from more elevated natures. But the Clazomenians are analogous 
to fouls converfant with generation, who require, indeed, the affiftance of proximate 
dæmons, but all of them afpire afterthat which is on high, and the participation of 
divine difcourfe. Hence, leaving their habitation the body, they procced from igno- 
rance to intelleCtual prudence, for this is Athens, and, in the firft place, are united to 
the demons above them, to whom the forum and the duad pertain, and an afcent 
through the duad tothe monad. But, in the fecond place, they are extended through 
thefe to certain angels and Gods: for all affociation and converfe between men and 
Gods, both when afleep and when awake, are through daemons, as Diotima fays in 
The Banquet. Again, therefore, according to another mode, we may transfer the 
analogy from things to perfons : and it is neceffary, prior to the myftic theory of things 
themfelves, to exercife our dianoétic power in thefe as in images. For the men alfo 
immediately meeting with Adimantus and Glauco, the brothers of Antiphon, on their 
coming to Athens, poffeffes an image of another theological conception, that afcend- 
ing fouls derive much affiftance from good fortune, which coarranges them with fuch 


things as are proper, and where, and in fuch a manner as is proper; and alfo that we 
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do not alone require the gifts of good fortune in externals, but in the anagogic ener- 
gies of the foul. Hence Socrates fays in the Phadrus that mania about the objets 
of love is given to the lover by the Gods with the greateft good fortunc. And de- 
ducing fouls from the intelligible, he fays that different fouls defcend into bodies 
with different fortunes. Prior to bodies, therefore, they experience the gifts of for- 
tune, and are governed by it, and led to that which is adapted to their nature. Very 
properly, therefore, are returning fouls here faid to-be conjoined with the caufes which 
give perfection to them through a certain fortune. And you may again fee how hers 
alfo the order of the perfons is preferved: for they meet with Adimantus and Glauco. 
But that of thefe men Glauco was the more perfect, Socrates manifefts in The Re- 
public; for he there fays, that he always admired the nature of Glauco. So that, if 
Adimantus was the inferior, he very properly fays that they met with Adimantus and 
Glauco: for the imperfect is firft connected with the more imperfect, and through 
thefe partakes of the more perfec. 

The very firft fentence alfo manifefts the character of the dialogue ; for it is void of 
the fuperfluous, is accurate and pure. And indeed concife, pure, and fpontaneous 
language is adapted to intellectual projections. Nor does Plato alone preferve this 
propriety of dition, but Parmenides alfo in his poetry, though the poetic form of 
compofition is accuftomed to ufe metaphors, figures, and tropes; but at the fame time 
he embraces the unadorned, the fimple, and the pure form of enunciation. This is 
evident from fuch like expreffions, as “ being approaches to being” (cov yap covti 
merakı); and again, “ fince they now fubfift together (eme: vuv extw pov); likewife, “ it 
is not fit that there’fhould be any thing, either greater or fmaller 3” (oute t: psičovs 
cute Tt Basorspov weAsy xpswy cori :) and every thing elfe of this kind. S» that it rather 
appears to be profe than poetical language. It is evident, therefore, in this Intro- 
duction of Plato, firft, that he has chofen a rapid form of dition ; for this is adapted 
to the things themfelves. In the fecond place, he has attended to concifenefs, toge- 
ther with the figure of the impetuous, which entirely binds together the diction, and 
rapidly gives completion to the conception. And, in the third place, he proceeds 
through the moft neceflary words, cutting off all fuch particulars from the narration, 
as fome one for the fake of ornament might fophiftically add. 

P. 35. 
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P. 38. And upon our begging bim to relate the difcourfes, Be. 


The requeft of the Clazomenians reprefents the genuine adherence of fouls to thcir 
proper leaders. For they can no otherwife obtain a union and revolve in conjundtion 
with the Gods, than through thefe demons. But a knowledge of them, in the firft 
place, precedes the requeft: for how can they make a requeft of thofe of whofe na- 
ture they are ignorant, and alfo of the benefits of which they are the Jeaders? In the 
next place, a defire of the participation of them fucceeds. For it is neceflary to 
afpire after the things of which we are in want, fince without afpiring we thall not be 
in the order of thofe that are indigent. But the unwillingnefs of Antiphon to comply, 
prefents us with an image of the occult and ineffable power of divine caufes. Fora 
divine nature, wherever it may be, is with difficulty apprehended and known, and is 
fcarcely unfolded to fouls, even when they genuinely receive its participation, and a 
communion with ite For they require to be accuftomed to the divine fplendour which 
divine dzenions exhibit to fouls extended to them, and haftening through them to per- 
ceive every thing divine. But to fouls firmly and ftably receiving them, thefe demons 
expand and unfold divine truth. And this is the narration: an expanding and unfold- 
ing of things concealed, and an anagogic perfection imparted to fouls from divine 


demons. 
P. 38. Antiphon, therefore, faid that Pythodorus related, €8e. 


It appears tome, fays Proclus, that the reduction of all the perfons to Parmenidcs, 
indicates much of the truth of the things themfelves. For all the multitude and all 
the orders of beings are united about their divine caufe. And this is indicated to the 
more fagacious, by laying in fucceffion, Antiphon, Pythodorus, Zeno, Parmenides. 
The mention alfo of the Panathenza contributes to the whole defign of the dialogue : 
for we Icarn from hiftory, that in the celebration of this feftival the Athenians dwelt 
together. Again, therefore, here alfo the multitude is united and coarranged about 
the Goddefs who prefides over the city. But this was the end of the dialogue, to 
fufpend all things from ¢he one, and clearly to fhow that every thing is thence derived. 
The affertion too, that thefe men did not come to Athens, but to the Panathenaa, is 
no fmall praife. They came, therefore, for the fake of the Goddefs and the feftival, 
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and not for oftentation, nor to philofophize in a popular way, which is rejected by the 
Pythagoreans. For a thing of this kind is the bufinefs of a fophift, and of men intent 
on gain. 


P. 38. That Parmenides was very much advanced in years, 2c. 


An elderly man among the Greeks was limited by feventy years. Parmenides. 
therefore, was very elderly, But he was called an old man who paffed beyond this 
decad. The countenance alfo of Parmenides was graceful through his life: for a cer- 
tain elegance and venerablenefs defcends from the foul in worthy men, and extends 
as far as to the body. Thefe things, however, may be much more perfectly furveyed 
in the foul itfelf. Thus, for inftance, the foul poffeffes the elderly, froin being full 
of intelleé&t and fcience. For it is ufual to call intellectual difciplines, and thofe which 
embrace the whole of nature, hoary, as it is evident from the Timzus, in which thofe 
fouls are called juvenile with whom there is no hoary difcipline, viz. who do not ac- 
cording to their fummit participate of intellectual light. For the black belongs to the 
worfe, as the white to the better coordination. But the foul is xaay 3: nas ayadn tyy 
cil *, as extending its eye to intelligible beauty, and to the goodne/s which gives fub- 
fiftence to all things, and through the participation of which all things are good. We 
may ftill, however, more perfectly furvey thefe things in the Gods, according to ana- 
logy. For where do the elderly and the hoary fubfift in fuch a manner as in them ? 
Which are likewife celebrated by theologifts among the paternal Gods. Where, alfo, 
are the beautiful and the good, fuch as they poffeis? Plato alfo, in faying unitedly 
xarov xava5ox, fpeaks in a manner the moft adapted to thofe natures in whom ée one 


and the good are the fame. 
P. 38. But that Zeno was nearly forty years old, 2c. 


Such was Zeno, perhaps indeed graceful and tall in his perfon, but much more fo 
in his difcourfes. For fuch things as Parmenides delivered in an intorted and con- 
traCled manner, thefe Zeno evolved, and extended into Jong difcuffions. And hence 
the fcurrilous Timon calls him either-tongued, as being at the fame time {killed in con- 
futation and narration. If alfo he is faid to have been beloved by Parmenides, the 


* ive. Literally of a beautiful and good afpect. 
afcent 
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afcent indeed to both was to one and the fame divinity: for this is the peculiarity 
of the truly amatory art. But if you are willing to fpeak more perfectly, and to fay 
that in the Gods themfelves things fecondary are contained in fuch as are firt, and 
that all things, in fhort, are conjoined to being itfelf from which the progreffion and 


extenfion to beings are derived, you will not, I think, be very remote from the truth. 


P. 38. He likewife faid that he met with them together with Pythodorus, &e. 


Let their meeting with Pythodorus be a fymbol to thofe who look to paradigms, 
of the Gods becoming firft unfolded into light through angels, and in the order of 
angels: for a honfe is a fymbol of the order of cach. But this mecting being beyond the 
walls, fignifies the exempt and incomprehenfible nature of the Gods. As, therefore, 
all appear collected in the houfe of Pythodorus, fome from the city, and others elfe- 
where, fo alfo the governors of the world and the intelligible Gods become apparent 
in angels, and are known by us through the effence of thefe. 


P. 38. Where alfo Socrates came, Sc. 


Here we may perceive how Socrates, through a difpofition naturally good in the 
extreme, earneftly follows thefe divine men, and how he does not affociate with 
fophifts and the wife for the fame caufes. For he affociates with the former in 
order to confute their ignorance and pride, but with the latter in order to call forth 
their fcience and intelle. Here, therefore, he becomes the leader of the lovers of 
philofophy : for all of them defire to hear, but they obtain their defire together with 
and through him. But thefe things as well as the former are images of the Gods, 
Socrates was young, a young leader, Plato all but repeating what he fays in the 
Phædrus, “the mighty leader Jupiter firt proceeds, and the army of Gods and 
daemons follows him.” For intellect being every where allotted a convertive order, 
leads upwards, and together with itfelf converts all the multitude fufpended from it. 
Socrates allo being young is a fymbol of the youthfulnefs which is celebrated in 
the Gods. For theology calls Jupiter himfelf and Bacchus boys and young ; and, 
in fhort, theologifis thus call the intelleQual when comparcd with the intelligible 
and paternal. But the dcfire of the writings of Zeno fymbolically manifefts how 


5 here 


542 ADDITIONAL NOTES 


here thofe which are the third in order, firft participate of the powers which are 
emitted in thofe of the middle rank, but afterwards are conjoined with thcir fummits, 


and have communion with their intelligibles. 


P. 38. Zeno bimfelf read to them, Se. 


Plato here affords us a wonderful indication of divine concerns; and he who is 
not afleep to analogics will fee in thefe images a fublime theory. For, in the firft 
place, Parmenides not being prefent at the beginning, but when the difcourfe was 
finifhed, is a fymbol of more divine caufes unfolding themfelves to fubordinate, after 
a perfect participation of proximate natures, but not before. The difcourfe of Zeno 
therefore, being completed, the great Parmenides appears; and together with him 
Pythodorus and Ariflotle enter, of which two the former is Zenonic, but Arittotle 
is in a certain refpect coarranged with Parmenides ; for he difpofes, together with 
him, the hypothefes, doing nothing elfe than anfwering. But here Parmenides, as 
we have often faid, is analogous to that which is every where firt among divine 
natures, whether it be the firft being, or the intelligible, or in whatever other way you 
may think fit to denominate it: for this is in all the divine orders, and in each of 
the Gods. Hence he fills all that hear him with divine conceptions, imitating that 
order which adorns all things, firt, middle, and laft : for he gives perfection to Zeno, 
the middle being every where from that fummit: but he perfects Socrates through 
both himfelf and Zeno; juft as there the progreffion of third is through firft and 
middle natures. He alfo perfects Pythodorus, but not fimply from himfelf alone, but 
in conjunction with Zeno and Socrates. But he gives perfection to Ariftotle laft of 
all, and from himfelf alone. For fomething is imparted from Parmenides as far as 
to the lat habit, to which the energy and power of Zeno do not proceed. Juft as 
the production of the firft being naturally extends further than that of life. But 
Zeno is himfclf filled from Parmenides, Lut fills in one way Pythodorus as his dif- 
ciple, but in another way Socrates as one that explores together with him, Pytho- 
dorus, too, is not only able to participate of Zeno, but alfo of Socrates. For, in divine 
natures, the middle extends its energy to that which is pofterior to itfelf, and pro- 
ceeds through all things, imparting mere aptitude to the laft of its participants, which 

it 
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it again perfects in conjuntion with the natures proximately fufpended from it. 
So that the former participation indicates the imperfect reprefentation of things firft, 
which it imparts energizing prior to fecondary natures. But the fecond participation in- 
dicates a perfection of reprefentation fubfifting through things proximate. And Socrates, 
who is the third, gives completion to the triad which pervades through all numbers, and 
fubfiñs analogous to the intellect which is there, or in whatever other way you may be 
willing to denominate it. Hence he firft participates of the doétrines of Zeno, and is 
conjoined through him with Parmenides ; jut as in the Gods, the intellect in each 
is proximately filled with a certain divine life, but through this is united with the 
intclligihte itfelf, and its proper hyparxis. But Pythodorus, as being arranged accord- 
ing to the unfolding genus, is the difciple of Zeno, and participates of the prolifie 
doubts of Socrates. For the Gods give fubfiftence to angels from middle and third 
powers, and not from fuch as are firft; for thefe are gencrative of Gods. And Arif- 
totle is analogoufly arranged to fouls which through a divine afflatus are often conjoined 
with the moft divine natures, but afterwards fall from this bleflednefs. For it is 
nothing wonderful, that a foul which is now entheaftically difpofed fhould again 
choofe an atheiftical and dark life. But he is filled from Parmenides atone; fince 
in the Gods alfo, it is the property of fuch as are firft to impart to fouls of this kind 
a certain participation of divine light, through tranfcendency of power. ‘Fhus theo- 
logifts denominate an intclle€tual life Saturnian, but not Jovian, though the afcent is 
through the mighty Jupiter. But as Jupiter, being filled from his father, and afcend- 
ing to him as to his proper intelligible, elevates alfo that which is pofterior to himfelf ; 
in like manner fouls, though they make their afcent together with Jupiter, yet that 
intellectual life fills the middle and third orders of them, and, in the laft place, fouls 
which energize enthufiaftically about it. Nor fhould you wonder if divine naturcs 
have fuch an order with refpect to cach other, fince you may alfo behold in philo- 
fophers themfelves, how he who among thefe is more perfect is alfo more powerful, 
and benefits a greater number, Thus Cebes or Simmias benefits himfelf alone, or 
fome other fimilar to himfclf; but Socrates benefits himfelf, and thefe, and Thrafy- 
machus, In like manner Parmenides, being more powerful, benefits him who has 
the leaft aptitude of thofe that are affembled. But he manifefis the obfcurity of 
the participation by calling him the youngeft of thofe that are prefent ; which is a 
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fymbol of an imperfect habit; and by adding that he afterwards became one of the 
thirty tyrants; whence alfo we juftly confidered him as analogous to thofe fouls that 
once lived enthufiaftically, and in conjunction with angels, jut as he makcs his 
entrance together with Pythodorus, but who afterwards fall from this power. For 
Pythodorus remains in his proper habits, fo that he alfo partakes of another con- 
verfation ; juft as the angelic tribe always remains wholly beneficent, and fills fecondary 
with the participation of divine natures. But Ariftotle inftead of a philofopher be- 
comes a tyrant. For fouls which poffefs a life of this kind according to habitude 
and not effentially, fometimes depart from this order, and defcend into the realms of 
generation: for a tyranny is a fymbol of the life in generation; fince fuch a life 
becomes fituated under the throne of Neceffity, in confequence of being led under 
paffive, unftable and difordered appetite. For Ariftotle having been one of the 
thirty tyrants that governed Athens, contains a reprefentation of a gigantic and earth- 
born life, which rules over Minerval and Olympian goods. When reafon and in- 
telle@ take the lead in fuch fouls, then Olympian benefits and thofe of Minerva have 
dominion, and the whole life is royal and philofophic; but when multitude, or in 
fhort that which is worfe and earth-born, holds the reins of empire, then the whole 
life is a tyranny. If, therefore, Plato fays that Ariftotle was one of the thirty tyrants, 
it will appear to be the famc as if he had faid, that he is analogous to fouls who at 
one time energize cnthufiaftically, and at another rank among the earth-born race, 
and who, by fubmitting their life to thofe moft bitter tyrants the paffions, become 
themfclves tyrants over themfelves. And perhaps the philofopher manifefis through 
thefe things, that it is not impoffible for the fame fuul to evolve different lives, and at 
one time to philofophize, and at another to live tyrannically ; and again to pafs from a 


tyrannic to a philofophic life. 


P. 38. Jf beings are many, it is requifite that the fame things foould be loth fimilar 
and diffimilar, &e. 


Through thefe and the other arguments of Zeno it is fhown that it is impoffible for 
the many to have a fubfiftence when deprived of ¢he one. Beginning from hence too, 
we fhall find a concife way to the firft principle of things. It is neceffary, therefore, 
that there fhould cither be many principles not participating of a certain one, or that 

there 
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here fhould be one principle only void of multitude, or many principles participating 

of the one, or one containing multitude in itfclf. But if there are many principles 
defiitute of the one, all fuch abfurdities will happen, as the arguments of Zeno adduce 
to thofe who affert that beings are many without the one. If there are many prin- 
ciples, but which participate of a certain one, i. e. which have a certain onc con- 
fubfiftent with ther, that participated one muft proceed to its participants from 
another one which has a prior fubfiflence : for every one which is fomething belong- 
ing to other things proceeds from that which is fimply one. But if there is one 
principle poffeffing in itfelf multitude, it will be a whole, and will confift from the 
many parts or elements which it contains. And this will not be the truly one, but a 
paffive one, as we learn from the Sophifta. In confequence of this, too, it will neither 
be fimple nor fufficient, things which it is neceflary the principle fhould poffess. 
It is neccflary, therefore, that there fhould be one principle of all things void cf mul- 
titude. And thus much we may colle& from all the arguments of Zeno. 

We may alfo obferve that Socrates again imitates his paradigm intellect, expanding 
himfelf and his intellections to Zeno, and calling forth his fcience. For in the para- 
digms of thefe men the fubordinate fufpend the whole of their energy from the middle 
natures, and, through an expanfion of their proper powers, are fupernally filled with 
more perfect goods. 


P. 39. Ls it not then the fole intention of your difcourfes to evince by contefing, Sc. 


Parmenides, eftablifhing himfelf in ze one, and furveying the monad of ail beings, 
does not convert himfelf to multitude and its diflipated fubfiftence; but Zeno flies 
from multitude to the one, and takes away multitude. For the former of thefe 
two is fimilar to one purified, elevated, and having laid afide the multitude in him- 
fclf; but the latter to one afcending, and laying afide multitude, and this becaufe he 
is not entircly feparated from it. Hence contention Go Sianayer9a:) is adapted to 
him ; for he does not yet poffefs a tranquil life, feparated from impediments ; nor, as 
it oppofes multitude, does it yet end in she one alone. But this contention, and this 
ending through many arguments in the fame negative conclufion, manife to Socra- 
tes that the many do not fubfift feparate from zhe one: for Plato affimilates the path 
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through negations to a battle. Thus in the Republic he exhorts to difcourfe aboat 
the good, as if piercing through a battle, thinking it fit to fpeak of it in no other 
way than through negative conclufions. And here it is neceffary, indeed, not to confider 
the word contending carelefsly ; but through this we fhould make it known, that both 
in this place, and in the Republic, contention is intended by Plato to fignify negations, 
As each of the arguments too of Zeno is felf-perfect, and demonftrative of the con- 


clufion, this is the peculiarity of fcientific power. 


P. 40. Do you think that there is a certain form of fimilitude, &c. 


Parmenides leading upwards all beings to the exempt one being, or being itfelf, and 
withdrawing his conceptions from that which is multiplicd and diftributed, to the one 
monad of all the multitude of beings, the many on the contrary give the multitude of 
beings a precedency to intellect and union, and do not even confider being itfelf as the 
principle ; butt hey affert that diftributed multitude fimply fubfifts, and receives a pro- 
greffion into being feparate from being itfelf. That thus thinking, however, they de- 
fame the doétrine of Parmenides, is evident. For, Parmenides being of opinion that being 
fhould be confidered as alonc charaerized by unity, feparate from multitude, they on 
the contrary efiablifh multitude deprived of unity; though indeed it is impoffible that 
multitude fhould no tar ticipate of the one : for every multitude is of #2e cne. All multi- 
tudes, therefore, and all the bulks of bodies, are vanquifhed by the participation of unity. 
Hence if multitude requires the one, but the one is unindigent of multitude, it is better 
to call being one, than the many alone fubfifting by themfelves feparate from the 
participation of the one. And Parmenides indeed, evincing that being is one, gives 
fubfifience alfo to the muititude of beings, not only to that of fenfibles, but likewife 
to the multitude of intelligibles : for in thefe there is a divine number of all things 
united to each other. Empedocles alfo afterwards perceiving this, as being himfelf 
a Pythagorean, calls the whole of an intelligible nature a fphere, as being united to 
ittelf, and afferts that it attracts to itfelf, through beauty, the beautifying and uniting 
God. For all things there, loving and defiring each other, are eternally united to 
each other. ‘Their love alfo is intelligible, and their aflociation and mixture are 


ineffable. But the many being exiles from union, and the monad of beings, and 
through 
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through their life, which is divifible and diftributed, being drawn down to multitude, 
to multiform opinions, to indefinite phantafies, to paffive fenfes and material appe- 
tites, confider the manies themfelves feparate from their union, and do not fee in what 
manner thefe manys are vanquifhed, through the coordinated monads which they 
contain, how things indefinite are fubje€l to definite meafures, and how diflipated 
natures fubfift in fympathy and in union through the participation of things common ; 
and not perceiving this, they wander from the truth, and bafely revile and deride the 
dodirine of Parmenides. Zeno, thereforc, knowing that they were thus affected, 
becomes indeed a corrector of multitude, but a leader to intelle@ from folly, and a 
guardian of the doctrine of his preceptor. And at firft he perfuades to recur from 
thefe multitudes to the unities in the many, and to behold how this multitude, though 
tending to infinity, “is at the fame time vanquifhed by the monad of beings, and is 
held together by a certain unity which it contains. But he perfuades, afluming an 
hypothefis pleafing to the vulgar, viz. the jubfiftencc of multitude deprived of unity : 
for thus their affertion is eafily confuted; fince, if they had eflablifhed the many 
together with ze one, they would not as yet be confuted through his arguments. 
Parmenides alfo himfelf manifefts in his hypothefis, that he is accuftomed to fhow 
that the fame thing is fimilar and diffimilar, no otherwife than by receiving the many 
feparate from zhe one. 

Zeno, therefore, as we have faid, confiders thefe many deprived of /he one, which ac- 
cedes to, and is contained in them. Nor yet does he confider intelligibles alone, nor fen- 
fibles alone, but, in fhort, all fuch things as are faid to be many in the intelligible and fen- 
fible orders, For it is the province of a more perfect and principal fcience to extend 
the fame method to all things of a fimilar form, and to furvey in all things that which 
is analogous. Whether, therefore, there is intelligible, or fenfible, or intellectual, or 
dianoetic multitude, all this is affumed at prefent. Hence it is requifite to difcover 
how multitudes are no where to be found deprived of the one. For, if they were 
deprived of the one, they would be at the fame time fimilar and diffimilar ; fince things 
which do not participate of one and the fame are diffimilar to each other ; and again, 
according to this very thing, they communicate with each other, viz. by not parti- 
cipating of ¢he one. But things which poficfs fometking common and the fame are 
fimilar; fo that the fame things are both fimilar and diffimilar. 1f therefore, the 
Many are without a participation of se one, according to this onc thing, the non-par- 
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ticipation of zke one, they will be both fimilar and diffimilar; viz. confidered as 
poffeffing this in common they will be fimilar, but confidercd as not poffeffing the 
one they will be diffimilar: for, becaufe they are paffive to this very thing, the non- 
participation of the one, they are fimilar; fo that the fame things are both fimilar and 
difimilar. For, in fhort, the poffeffion of nothing common is itfelf common to 
them: and hence the affertion fubverts itfelf. Indeed, the things which are fhown to be 
both fimilar and diffimilar are again fhown to be neither fimilar nor diffimilar. For, if 
they do not participate of the one, they are, in fhort, not fimilar ; fince fimilars are fimilar 
by the participation of a certain one; for fimilitude is a certain onenefs. And again, 
if they do not participate of zhe one, this is common to them; but things of which 
there is fomething common, thefe according to this very thing are not diflimilar. So 
that the many are neither fimilar nor diffimilar. It is impoflible, therefore, that mul- 
titude can fubfift deprived of the one, becaufe fo many abfurdities happen to thofe who 
adopt fuch an hypothefis. For it is a dire thing that contradiction fhould concur ; 
but more dire that this fhould be the cafe with contraries; and it is the moft dire of 
all things that both contraries and contraditions fhould be confequent to the afier- 
tion. By fhowing, therefore, that the fame thing is fimilar and diffimilar, we have 
collectcd contraries ; but by fhowing that the fame thing is fimilar and not fimilar, and 
neither of thefe, we have colleted contradiGions. For the fimilar is 2 contradiction 
to the not fimilar, and the diffimilar to the non- diffimilar. 

Hicnce alfo we may be able to evince that it is impoffible there fhould be many 
firft principles. For, with refpect to thefe many principles, whether do they participate 
of one thing, or not of one thing? For, if they participate, that which they participate 
will be prior to them, and there will no longer be many principles, but one principle. 
But if they do not participate, they will be fimilar to each other, in confequence of 
this non-participation being common to them, and diffimilar fo far as they do not 
participate of a certain common one. But this is impofiible, that the fame things 
according to the fame fhould be both fimilars and diffimilars. In like manner we 
gay collcét that thefe many principles are neither fimilars nor diffimilars. But if they 
were participants of a certain one, we could not collect that they are diffimilars 
according to the participation of this one, but only that they are fimilars: and thus 
we fhall fubvert the fubfiftence of many firt principles. 


Through this method, therefore, Zeno evinces that it is impoffible to feparate the 
many 
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many from ¢he one, and rifes from multitude to the monads of the many, that we may 
perceive what the nature is of the exempt unities of things. For the coordinated 
monads are images of thofe that are uncoordinated. But Socrates agitating the dif- 
courfe about ideas; fuppofing things common to have a fubfiftence themfelves by 
themfelves, and furveying another multitude in them, thinks it proper that Zeno 
fhould alfo transfer this method to forms, and make it apparent in thefe, how the 
fimilar is diffimilar, and the diffimilar fimilar. And fhortly after Proclus further 
obferves as follows : 

Socrates, before he enters on the doubts in which a formal effence is involved, afks 
Zeno whether he admits that forms have a fubfiftence, and whether or not he is 
among thofe who embrace this caufe as well as himfelf; and, in fhort, what 
opinion he has concerning them. For the Pythagoreans were contemplators of 
forms; and Socrates himfelf manifetts this in the Sophifta, calling the wife men in 
Italy, the friends of forms. But he who efpecially venerates and clearly eftablithes 
forms is Socrates, from the inveftigation concerning definitions difcovering the 
nature of the things defined; and paffing from thefe as images to formal caufes 
themfclves. He, therefore, in the firft place, afks if Zeno alfo himfelf admits that 
there are forms, and venerates this effence of all things, fubfifting from and eftablithed 
in itfelf, and not requiring any other feat, which he charaterizes by the words it/i/f by 
itfelf (avto xa’ auto), conceiving that thefe words are properly adapted to this effence. 
For they indicate the unmingled, fimple, and pure nature of forms. Thus, through 
the word i/e/f, he fignifies the fimplicity of thofe things; but, through the words dy 
itfelf, their purity unmingled with fecondary natures. And indeed, through the 
words by itfelf, he feparates forms from the things predicated of the many. For 
which among thefe is by i/edf? fince it poffelles its fubfiftence in a habitude to fubjeds, 
is collected from fenfible perception, is the object of opinion, and is accommodated to 
the conceptions * of the phantafy. But by the word iz/elf he feparates forms from 


that which is common in particulars, and which is definable : for this is contained in 


> A thing of this kind is in modern language an abfra@ idea. Such ideas as they are of an origin 
poftarior, muft alfo be fubordinate to fenfibles; and the foul, if the has no higher conceptions, mufi even be 
viler than matter itfelf; matter being the recipient of etfential forms, and the foul of fuch as are generated 
from thefe. 
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fomething different from itfelf, and fubfifts together with matter; whence alfo it is 
filled with internal change, and is in a certain refpect mortal, through communion 
with that which is material. By no means, therefore, muft it be faid, that forms 
which fubfift by themfelves, which are eflablifhed on a facred foundation, and are 
immaterial and eternal, are the fame with material forms of pofterior origin, and 
which are full of variety and habitude. For the former are unmingled, undefiled 
and fimple, and are eternally eftablifhed in the demiurgus of the univerfe ;_poffeffing 
the undefiled and the pure from inflexible deity, which proceeds together with 
the demiurgus, but the fimple from the demiurgic intellectual effence, which is 
fingle and impartible, and, as the Chaldæan theologifts would fay, has a fontal fub- 
fiflence. You may alfo fay that the term it/e/f feparates form from thofe conceptions 
which are derived from fenfibles (ewonzeta). For no one of thefe is s#/elf; fince they 
accord with the things of which they are the conceptions, belong to and fubfift in 
others. But the words by :t/elf feparate form from that which fubfifts in particulars, 
and which is in fomething different from itfelf. 

Neither, therefore, muft we admit thcir opinion who fay that idea is the fame with 
that which is common in the many: for ideas fubfift prior to the things which are 
common in fenfibles, and the latter derive their fubfiftence from the former. Nor 
muft we affent to thofe who confider ideas as the fame with thofe conceptions which 
we derive from fenfibles, and who, in confequence of this, inquire how there are not 
alfo ideas of individuals, and of things which are contrary to nature, For the con- 
ceptions of thefe things are entirely fecondary to the particulars from which they are 
excited, and are in us, and not in the power that adorned the univerfe, and in whom 
we fay ideas fubfift. Nor yet muft we admit the opinion of thofe who connect ideas 
with fpermatic reafons. For the reafons or produétive principles in feeds are imperfect ; 
and thofein nature, which generates feeds, are deftitute of knowledge. But ideas fubfift 
in energy always the fame, and are effentially intellectual. If, therefore, we with 
to define their idiom through things which are more known, we muft receive from 
phyfical reafons, the producing that which they produce, by their very being; but 
from the reafons of art, the being gnoftic of the things which they make, though they 
do not make by their very being. Hence we fay that ideas are demiurgic, and at 
the fame time intellectual caufes of all things which are perfected according to 

nature, 
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nature, being immovable, prior to things moved, fimple prior to compofites, and fepa- 
rate prior to the things which are infeparable from matter. On this account, Parmenidcs 
does not ceafe difcourfing concerning them, till at the end of his arguments he fays 
that they are Gods; through this fignifying all that we have previoufly obferved. 
With refpe& to the fimilar and the diffimilar, thefe fubfift primarily in the demi- 
urgus, or, to fpeak morc clearly, they have in him a fontal fubfiftence; fince they 
fubfift more confpicuoufly in the affimilative Gods, and efpecially in the paternal Dei- 
tics of that order, as is evident from the fecond hypothefis of this dialogue. But fince 
the demiurgus poffeffes the one fountain of thefe, the form of fimilitude is alfo con- 
tained in him, prefubfifting in the one monad of ideas.. The demiurgus, therefore, 
is a monad comprehenfive of many divine monads, which impart to each other their 
proper idioms: one, the idiom of purity ; another, of an affimilative effence; and an- 
other of fomething elfe, according to which they are allotted their proper hyparxis. For 
it muft not be thought that forms indeed prefubfift, as the caufes of things which are 
gencrated according to them, but that there is not a different idea by which generated 
naturcs become fimilar and diffimilar to forms. Both fimilitude, however, and diffi- 
militude, are immaterial, pure, fimple, uniform, and eternal cffences; the former 
being collective, unific, the caufe of bound, and uniform; and the latter, the fource 
of divifion, internal change, and infinity. But the order of thefe ideas is ncither in 
the moft gencric nor in the moft fpecific of forms. For the moft generic are fuch 
forms as are participated by all beings, fo that there is not any thing whatever which 
does not fubfift from the participation of thefe, fuch as effence, famene/s, difference; 
fince thefe pervade to all beings. For what is there void of cffence? what of differ- 
ence? what of famenefs? Do not all things poffefs a certain hyparxis? And are they 
not effentially feparated from other things; and do they not alfo communicate with 
them? If this be the cafe, this triad is the common caufe of all beings. But the 
moft tpecific ideas are fuch as are naturally adapted to be participated by individual 
forms, fuch as man, horfe, dog; and each of this kind. For thefe proximately gene- 
rate the monads in individuals, fuch as man in particulars, and dog and horfe in the 
many, and in a fimilar manner each of the refi. But the forms which fubfitt between 


thefe, have indeed a very extended fubfifttence, but do not energize in all beings. 
Thus, 


552 ADDITIONAL NOTES 


Thus, for inflance, juttice fubfits in fouls, but not in wood and ftones. Among 
thefe middle forms, therefore, fimilitude and diffimilitude muft be ranked: for though 
they are participated by moft, yet not by all things; fince, as Proclus well obferves, 


where is there either fimilitude or diffimilitude among infinites ? 


P. 40. For if any one foould foow that fimilars themfelves become difimilar, 2c. 


Forms are not to be confidered as entirely unmingled, and without communication 
with each other, but each is that which it is, preferving its idiom pure; and at the 
fame time it participates of others without confufion, not as becoming fomething be- 
longing to them, but as receiving the idiom of that which it participates, and to this 
imparting its own idiom. Thus, for inftancc, famenefs participates of difference, not 
being difference, and difference participates of famenefs, fo far as they communicate 
with each other. Thus alfo fimilitude and diffimilitude participate of each other; but 
neither is fimilitude diffimilitude, nor difimilitude fimilitude. Nor, fo far as the one 
is fimilitude, is it diffimilar, nor, fo far as the other is diffimilitude, fimilar. For the 
expreffion fo far as, is twofold. In the firt place, it is ufed when one thing is always 
accompanied with another; as if fome one fhould fay, So far as there is air, according 
to this there is alfo light ; and fo far as there is light, according to this there is alfo air. 
But admitting that there is illuminated air, yet neither is air light, nor light air, but 
air is in light, and light in air; becaufe the parts of air and light are fituated near each 
other, and there is no one of thefe according to which the other is not alfo beheld. 
But this expreffion is alfo ufed after another manner, when it is applied to any thing 
which always effentially introduces another thing; as when we fay, Man is a recipient 
of fcience. For it is not true that light is in the air, or air in light, according to this 
fignification, fince air does not entirely cointroduce light, as we fay man cointroduces 
a recipient of fcience; fince the effence of air is different from that of light. Simili- 
tude, therefore, participates of diffimilitude according to the former of thefe modes ; 
for there is nothing belonging to it which does not participate of diffimilitude; and 
yet the being of the former is different from thatof the latter. For it does not parti- 
cipate in one part and not in another, fince nothing impedes its pervading through 
diffimilitude ; nor isits impartible nature of fuch a kind that it participates of it in one 
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rcfpeQ, and in ihe remains unmingled with it. For the whole proceeds through 
the whole, fimilitude through diffimilitude, and in like manner diffimilitude through 
fimilitude. Not, indeed, that each, in confequence of being that which it is, partici- 
pates of the other; but while it participates it preferves its own effence pure. This, 
therefore, is the peculiarity of incorporcal forms: to pervade through each other with- 
out confufion ; to be diflinct from cach other without feparation; and to be more 
united than things which are corrupted together, through their impartible nature; and 
to be more diftin&t from each other than things which are here {cparated, through 
their unmingled purity. 

Socrates, therefore, fays Proclus, doubting whether forms fubfift in conjunétion 
with each other, calling on Zeno to affift him in the folution of this doubt, and appre- 
hending that forms are not fo mingled that the fimilar itfelf is the diffimilar, calls a 
dogma of this kind a prodigy, and rejects any fuch mixture. But again, fufpecting that 
forms, through the union of intelligibles, participate in a certain refpe&t of each other, 
he fays he fhould wonder if any one were able to fhow that this is the cafe, employing 
for this purpofe the language of one fufpecting. And at length inferring that they 
may be both united and feparated, he calls him who is able to demonftrate this admi- 
rable. And here you fee the order of afcent: for Socrates in the firft place denies; 
in the fecond place, he has a fufpicion of the truth; and in the third place, he is 
firmly convinced of the truth through demonftration. And neither is his negation 
of the mixture of forms blamable ; for, according to the mode which he alludes to, 
they are unmingled : nor is his fufpicion falfe; for in one refpect they are able to par- 
ticipate of each other, and in another they do not mutually communicate. And his 


laft decifion is moft truc; for they are both united with and feparated from each 
other. 


P. 41. Does it alfo appear to you that there is a certain fpecies or form of juftice, Èc. 


A divine and demiurgic intelleét comprehends things multiplied unitedly, things 
partible impartibly, and things divided indivifibly. But it is foul which firft divides 
things which prefubfift in intelle& according to fupreme union; and this is not only 
true of our foul, but likewife of that which is divine. For, becaufe it is not allotted 


intellections which are alone eftablifhed in eternity, but defires to comprehend the 
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collected energy of intellect, afpiring after the perfeQion which it contains, and its 
fimple form of inteliigence,—hence, it runs round intelle&t, and by the tranfitions of 
its projective energies divides the impartible nature of forms, perceiving the beautiful 
itfelf, the juft itfelf, and every other form feparately, and underftanding all things by 
furveying one at atime, and not all things at once. For, in fhort, as it ranks in the 
third order from fhe one, it very properly poffeffes an energy of this kind. For that 
is one alone, and is prior to intelleCtion. But intelleét underftands all things as one; 
and foul underftands all things by furveying one at a time. Divifion, therefore, firft 
fubfifis in foul ; and hence theologifts fay, that in the lacerations of Bacchus the in- 
tellect of the God was preferved undivided by the providence of Minerva. But foul 
is that which is firit diftributed into parts ; and to this a fection into feven parts firt 
pertains. It is, therefore, no longer wonderful, that, divine forms prefubfifting uni- 
tedly in the demiurgic intellect, our foul fhould apply herfelf to them divifibly, and 
fhould at one time furvey the firt and moft common forms; at another, thofe which 
poffefs a middle form; and at another time, the moft partial and as it were individual 
forms. For, fince even a divine foul divides that which is impartible by its tranfitive 
adhefions and contaéts, what ought we to fay concerning a partial foul fuch as ours ? 
Mut it not, much prior to this, apprehend partibly and divifibly things which fubfift 
together and in each other? It is, therefore, by no means wonderful that inquiries and 
anfwers fhould at different times apprehend different forms ; juft as external difcourfe 
divides the one and fimple conception of the foul, and temporally paffes through the 
united conceptions of intelleét. 

The forms, however, which were before rnentioned by Socrates are moft generic 
and common, viz. unity, multitude, fimilitude, diffimilitude, permanency, motion ; 
but thofe which are now prefented to our view are partly fecondary to thefe, and 
partly not; juft as, with refpect to human virtue, we fay that it is partly fabordinate 
to, and partly better than, the foul : for, fo far as it is perfective of it is better than the 
foul, but, fo far as it is fomething belonging to, and fubffting in, the foul, it is fub- 
ordinate to it. In like manner the good *, the beautiful, and the juft, are partly more 


excellent than forms which produce cffences, and are partly inferior to them. For, fo 


> Viz. the good, confidered as fubfifting among ideas, and not as that good which is fupereflential, and 


the principle of all things. 
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far as they are moft gencric, thefe alfo communicate with them; but the latter are 
the primary caufes of being to fenfibles, and the former are the fources of their per- 
fection ; the jut proceeding as far as to fouls, and adorning and perfecting thefe, but 
the beautiful extending its illuminations even as far as to bodies. Hence Socrates in 
the Phedrus fays, that beauty has the prerogative of being the moft apparent and the 
moft lovely of all things; but that the fplendour of juftice is not vifible in the imita- 
tions of it which are hcre. Again, the good perfects all things according to the pecu- 
liar effence of each. For the beautiful perfects according to the fymmetry of form 
with refpect to matter ; and fymmetry then fubfifts when that which is naturally more 
excellent rules over that which is naturally inferior. According to this fymmetry, 
therefore, the beautiful fhines in bodies. But the good illuminates according to the 
perfect ; and is prefent to every thing invefled with form, when it poffeffes perfection 
from nature, In this triad, therefore, the firft is the good, the fecond the beatiful, 
and the third the juft. 

But that there are forms or ideas of thefe, and of all fuch as thefe, as, for inftance, of 
temperance, fortitude, prudence, we fhall find, by confidering that every virtue, and 
every perfection according to virtue, affimilates us to a divine nature, and that, by 
how much the more it is inherent in us, by fo much the ncarer do we approach to an 
intcllectual life. If, therefore, the beautiful and the good, and every virtue, affimi- 
late us to intellect, intelle&t will entirely poffefs the intellectual paradigms of thefe. 
For, with refpect to the fimilar, when it is faid to be fimilar to that which is more ex- 
cellent, then, that which is more excellent poffeffes that primarily which the fubordi- 
nate nature receiving becomes fimilar toit. The forms of the virtues, thercfore, muft 
neceflarily fubfift in intelle@ prior to foul, Each of thefe, however, muft be confi- 
dered in a twofold refpect, viz. as a divine unity, and as an intellcQual form. Thus, 
for inftance, the juft which fubfifts in forms is not the fame with that which fubfifts in 
the Gods. For the former is one particular idea, is a part of another, and poffefies 
intelligence proceeding as far as to fouls; but the latter is a certain whole, and pro- 
ceeds in its providential energics as far as to the laft of things. It alfo originatcs from 
the firk intclleQual Gods; for there it is firt apparent. But the former is an idea 
contained in the demiurgic inteliect. Thus alfo, with refpcect to the beautiful, that 
which fubfifis as a form is different fiom that which is the unity of divine beauty, And 
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the energy of the latter, indeed, is directed to the Gods fo far as they are Gods, and 
firft originates from the firft intelligible; but the former is in ideas, and is beheld about 
ideas. And laftly, with refpe@ to the good, one is effential, and the other, as we. 


have before obferved, is fupereffential. 


P. 42. I mean bair, clay, and mud, or any thing elje which is vile and abjed, Ge. 


It is neceffary, fays Proclus, either that there fhould only be ideas of things which 
fubfift according to nature, or alfo of things which are contrary to thefe; and if only 
of things according to nature, that there fhould alone be ideas of things perpetual, or 
alfo of each of the things which are not perpetual. And if there are alone ideas of 
things perpetual, they muft either be of fuch as are effential, or alfo of fuch as are un- 
effential. And if of the effential, they muft either be alone confined to wholes, or alfo 
extend to parts; and if to wholes alone, either to fuch as are alone fimple, or alfo 
to fuch as are compofed from thefe. Such then being the divifion of ideas, we fay, 
that of intellects proceeding from one intelleCtual effence it is not proper to eftablith 
paradigms: for that of which there is a paradigm muf ncceffarily be an image. But 
to call an intellectual effence an image, is of all things the mofi abfurd: for every 
image is the idol (<:3waov) or refemblance of that of which it is the image; and the 
Elean gueft in the Sophifta exprefsly denominates an idol not true being. If, therefore, 
every intellectual effence belongs to true being, it will not be proper to denominate it 
either an image or an idol. For, indeed, every intellectual nature is impartible, and 
the progreffion of it is effected through famenefs; whence alfo fecondary intellects 
fubfift in unproceeding union in fuch as are firft, and are partially what the intellect 
which ranks as a whole is totally. But it is neceffary in the image that diffimilitude 
fhould be mingled with fimilitude ; through the latter of which the image is converted 
to its paradigm. In intelleCtual effences, therefore, there are not image and para- 
digm, but caufe alone, and things proceeding from caufe. Whence alfo theologifts, 
placing many fountains in the demiurgic intelle@t, affert that there is one of the mul- 
titude of ideas. Hence, not every thing which proceeds from the demiurgus proceeds 
according to a formal caufe; but fuch things as make a more extended progreffion, 


and fuch as pofflefs a partible effence, thefe fubfift from an ideal caufe. But the other 
6 fountains 
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fountains arc generative of intelleual and divine hypoftafes. We muft not, there- 
fore, eftablifh in intellect a paradigmatic caufe of every intellectual effence, but a caufe 
alone which is charaClerized by unity, and is divine. 

In the next place, -it is requifite to confider if there is a primary caufe of fouls in 
forms, and whether there is one or many. But that there is, indeed, a certain monad 
of them in the demiurgus, in which monad every number of fouls is comprehended 
monadically, is evident from the nature of things, and from the doctrine of Plato. 
For, if foul is the firft generated nature, and that which is primarily partible, it is ne- 
ceflary that the impartible form fhould precede things partidle, and the eternal, things 
which are in any way generated. And if, as time is to eternity, fo is foul to intelle¢t, 
but time is the image of eternity, it is alfo neceffary that foul fhould be the image of 
intellect. And if in being there is not only life, as Socrates fays in the Philebus, but 
alfo foul, it is neceffary to confider the foul which is there as the paradigm of the mul- 
titude of fouls proceeding from intellect, and as comprehending, after the manner of 
unity, both their order and their number. But if there is not one form of rational 
fouls alone, but there are alfo many forms after the one, fince all of them are immor- 
tal, it is neceffary that there fhould be a paradigm of each. Again, however, it is 
impoffible that the proceeding multitude fhould be juft as numcrous as that which 
abides: for progreffion increafes quantity, but diminifhes power. We mutt there- 
fore fay, that there is a monad in the divine intellect, which is paradigmatic of 
all fouls, from which the multitude of them flows, and which unitedly comprehends 
the meafure that bounds their number. But with this monad a fecond number is 
connate, divided, and paradigmatic of divine fouls, containing the proper paradigm 
of each, and one form, from which divine fouls proceed firft, and afterwards the 
multitude coordinate with each. Thus, from the paradigm of the foul of the fun, the 
divine foul of the fun firft proceeds; in the next place, all fuch angelic fouls as are of 
a folar charaCteriftic ; in the third place, fuch as arc of a dzmoniacal rank about the 
fun; and, in the laft place, fuch as are partial: on which account alfo there are co- 
ordinations of parts to wholes, and of attendants to their leaders; the one intclle@ual 
caufe of them imparting union and connection to thcir progreffion. In like manner, 
alfo, the paradigm of the lunar foul firft generates the divine foul about the moon, 
afterwards the angelic, then the damoniacal, and then that which is partial; and the 
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intellectual monad comprehends all the number of thefe. The like alfo takes place 
in other divine fouls; for each has a feparate idea: but the orders of angelic, dæmo- 
niacal, or partial fouls, which follow them, participate of the one idea. And as the one 
monad of the paradigms of fouls which are there, gives fubfiftence to the one foul of 
the world, fo the many monads produce the multitude of fouls; and the former 
comprehends the whole multitude uniformly, but the latter, the meafures of their 
proper feries. The demiurgic intellect, therefore, primarily comprehends the forms 
of divine fouls, which it firt generates; but each of thefe forms is one and at the 
fame time many; for it caufally contains all the multitude of the fouls fubfifting 
under it. And thus every foul fubfifts according to a certain proper paradigm; but 
all do not after the fame manner participate of the fame form. Anutient theologifts 
alfo having the fame conceptions on this fubject fay, that the total caufes of fouls, 
which generate the whole feries of them, are different from the partial caufes, through 
which they derive a feparation according to fpecies, and a divificn as it were into 
individual fouls, 

In the next place, with refpect to irrational fou's. it 's evident that there is aifo an 
intclligible paradigm of thefe; if we confider irrational fouls to be alt fecondary lives, 
and which are divifible about bodies. Whence then do thefe derive their perpetuity ? 
It muft neceffarily indeed be from a certain immovable and intellectual caufe: and 
it appears that this is accomplifhed as follows: 

Again then, one monad and one idea muft be arranged prior to thefe, whether it be 
fontal or fenfitive nature, or in whatever other way you may be willing to call it. 
For it may be faid that irrational fouls derive their fubfiftence from the one demiur- 
gic fenfe, through a gnoftic idiom; but through orexis or appetite, from the highetft 
or fontal nature, which fubfifts prior to the multitude of natures. From thefe caufes, 
therefore, the muititude of perpetual but naturally irrational fouls proceeds ; this 
multitude fubfifting partibly in eternal vehicles, in which alfo it is eRablithed accord- 
ing to a certain number, and the formal meafure which is there. For cvery perpetual 
multitude is bounded; and prior to every bounded multitude shat fubfifis which 
bounds and numbers this multitude. Thefe irrational alfo proceed from rational fouls, 
or rather from the paradigms which they contain: for, through thefe, here alfo they are 
fufecended from rational fouls, becau‘ there the one meafure of them, together with 
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the multitude of forms, at the fame time generates this number of thefe. Divine 
fouls indeed, and fuch as are pure, preferve alfo their irrational nature undefiled ; 
but partial employ irrational fouls, as they have a compofite lifc, the more excellent 
part having dominion in fome, and bcing frequently in a ftate of fubjeclion in others. 
From thefe perpetual irrational fouls, fuch as are mortal are allotted their generation ; 
thefe alfo being preferved according to fpecies, through their intellectual paradigm, 
but the individuals periihing, becaufe they derive their fubfificnce from the junior ° 
Gods, as the irrational prior to thefe are generated from thofe fupernal fouls whofe 
fabricating energy is complicated with the monad of the whole of thcir ferics. Souls 
that perifh, therefore, have a certain analogy to the divine caufes from which they 
derive their fubfiftence, and immortal fouls to their forrnal caufes. 

In the third place, let us confider how we are to admit a paradigm of Nature, 
For we muft not, as Plato fays, eftablith forms of fire, water, and motion, but deprive 
nature, which is the fource of thefe, of an intellectual caufe. Theologitts indeed 
place the fountain of it in the vivific Goddefs Rhea; for they fay that immenfe 
Nature is fufpended from. the fhoulders of the goddefs. But, according to Plato, we 
muf fay that the form of it fubfifts in the demiurgic intellcét, which form is the 
origin of every natural vehicle. Timeus alfo fays, that the demiurgus pointcd out 
to fouls the nature of the univerfe, and the laws of fate: for in him the onc nature 
of all things, and the comprebenfion of thofe fatal decrees according to which he 
arranges and divides the univerfe, fubfift. For, if it is the demiurgus who fpeaks, he 
converts fouls to himfelf: but, if this be the cafe, he alfo fhows to them the nature of 
the univerfe, and the laws of fate, fubfifling in himfelf. Hence the one form of 
nature is there; but the fouls alfo that ufe, produce the naturcs which are infpired 
from them; and thefe perpetual natures again generate partial and temporal natures. 
It may be concluded, therefore, that the paradigm of naturcs unitedly comprehends 
in the demiurgic intellect the number of fuch as have a perpetual fubliftence; but 
that the feparated caufes of perpetual natures are contained in Vulcan, who according 
to theologifts is the fabricator of the form of body alone. For from this divinity every 
phyfical order, and the number of natures, proximately fubfift and are revivified. 


* See the Timzus, 
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In the fourth place, with refpect to bodies, muft we not admit that the one and 
total caufe of thefe isin the firt demiurgus, which caufe comprehends all the number 
of the bodies that rank as wholes? but, after this monad, that the feparated caufes of 
bodies which rank as parts fubfift in the fabricating caufe of a corporeal nature ? 
This, indeed, muft neceffarily be the cafe: for he who comprehends the one mun- 
dane form is the firft father of the univerfe; and thofe things which are generated 
througù neceflity muft confequently be parts ; and thefe require the providence of that 
power which fabricates bodies. Befides, this alfo is evident, that, as we faid of fouls, it 
is here likewife requifite to affert that there arc intellectual and formal caufes of divine 
bodies; for the vehicles of daemons and partial fouls participate of thefe caufes in a 
fecond and third gradation. Thus, for inftance, the form of the folar body gencrates 
alfo the folar vehicles of demons and partial fouls; and hence, as foul is to foul, fo is 
vehicle to its proper fphere. And, in fhort, fince there is a multitude of divine caufes, 
the caufes of bodics muft be confidered as fubfifting differently in different divinities. 
Thus, in Vulcan, the fabricator of body, the feparated caufes of bodies, fo far as 
bodies, fubfift; but in the generative principles of fouls they fubfift pfychically ; and in 
Jupiter, the demiurgus of wholes, they fubfift as animals, thence deriving their hy- 
poftafis both according to fouls and bodies. 

It now remains that we confider, with refpect to matter, whcther there is alfo a 
form of this. And here perhaps it is neceffary, that as in fouls, natures, and bodies, 
fabrication does not begin from the imperfect ; fo likewife in matter, prior to that which 
is formlefs, and which has an evanefcent being, that which is in a certain refpe@ form, 
and which is beheld in one boundary and permanency, will be the paradigm of matter. 
This likewife will poffefs a twofold generation. viz. from its paradigm, and from a 
divine caufe alone: for every thing intellectual produces in conjunction with divinity ; 
but divinity procecds by itfelf, and as far as to things which do not poffefs their gene- 
ration from intellectual form. 

After having, therefore, confidered the fimple hypoftafes of beings, let us direct 
our attention to the things compofed from thefe,—I mean animals and plants. For 
there will be intellectual paradigms of all thefe; becaufe not the genus alone but 
likewife the fpecies of each gives completion to the univerfe, and makes it more fimilar 
toits paradigm. For the intelligible world comprehends all fuch animals intelligibly 
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as the apparent world contains fenfibly. Each therefore of thefe is affimilated to a 
certain intellectual form: but animal itfelf, or the extremity of the intelligible triad, 
comprehends unitedly and intelligibly the caufes of fouls, bodies, and animals. For, 
as it contracts in the tetrad of ideas all the number of them, foit preaffumes accord- 
ing to union the diftributed caufes of things which are as it were fimple, and alfo of 
fuch which are as it were compofite in’ intclleQuals. For, in fhort, the univerfal 
and the effential are thence derived. Or whence do things poffefs the never. failing, 
if there is no eternal caufe? Whence that which is common, and which extends to a 
multitude of things? For whatever is derived from the circular motion of the heavens 
is partial, fince the motion itfclf of the heavens is in a certain refpect partial. But that 
univerfal fhould be generated from that which is partial, is among the number of 
things impoffible. Every form, therefore, both of plants and animals, thence fubfifts 
according to a certain intellectual paradigm. For every thing generated, and evcry 
thing which has in any refpe€i a fubfiftence, has its being from a caufe. Whence 
then are thefe vifible forms, and from what caufe? Shall we fay, from one that is 
mutable? But this is impoffible. They muft, therefore, derive their fubfiftence from 
an immovable caufe, fince they are perpetual. And we fay that an intellectual is a 
caufe of this kind: for it abides perfectly in eternity, Shall we admit, therefore, that 
there are not only forms of fpecies, but alfoof particulars? as, for inftance, of So- 
crates, and of every individual, not fo far as he is a man, but fo far as he is a parti- 
cular individual. But if this be the cafe, muft not the mortal be neceflarily im- 
mortal ? For, if every thing which is generated according to idea is generated accord- 
ing to an immovable caufe, and every thing which fubfifts according to an immovable 
caufe is immutable in effence, Socrates, and cach individual of the human fpecies, 
will be eftablithed according to a perpetual famenefs of effence; which is impoflible. 
It is likewife abfurd that idea fhould at one time be the paradigm of fomething, and 
at another not. For eternal being poffeffes whatever it docs poflefs eternally ; and 
hence, that which is paradigmatic will either not poffefs form, or will always pofitis 
it; fince it would be abfurd to affert that there is any thing accidental among ideas. 
If therefore it is a paradigm, it is neceffary that the image of it alfo fhould be 

erpetual: for every paradigm is the paradigm of an image. But if it is at one 
time effential, and at another not, it will alfo at one time be a paradigm, and at 
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another not. Befides, is it not neceffary to be perfuaded by Socrates, who fays that 
we are led to admit the fubfiltence of ideas, that we may have the one prior to the 
many? For, if there are ideas of particulars, there will be one prior to onc, or rather 
infinites prior to finites; fince, fenfible natures being finite, ideas will be infinite. 
Nothing, however, can be more abfurd than this: for things nearer to /Ae one are 
more bounded, according to number, than fuch as are more remote from it. And 
hence it appears that there can be no ideas of individuals. Since, however, every 
thing which is generated is generated from a certain caufe, we muft alfo admit that 
there are caufes of individuals; the one general caufe being the order of the univerfe, 
but the many caufes, the motion of the heavens, partial natures, the characteriftic 
peculiarities of the feafons, climates, and the infpective guardians of thefe. For, the 
caufe being moved moves together with itfelf, in a certain refpect, that which is gene- 
rated from it. Hence, from the idioms of the prefiding caufes, different appropriate 
figures, colours, voices, and motions are imparted to different animals. For the ge- 
nerations are various in different places, and partial natures not only proceed from 
the whole of nature, but receive fomething from the idiom of feeds, and are fafhioned 
by verging to bodies, and becoming as it were eminently corporeal, through departing 
from themfelves. We fee, therefore, that they do not fubfift from a paradigmatic caufe : 
for it is not the fame thing to fubfift from a caufe, and to be generated according to a 
paradigm. For caufe is multifarioufly predicated, one of which is the paradigmatic. 
Again, with refpect to parts, fhall we fay that there are alfo ideas of thefe, fo that 
there is not only a paradigm of man, but alfo of finger and eye, and every thing of this 
kind! Indeed, becaufe each of thefe is univerfal and effence, it fubfifts from a cer- 
tain fable caufe ; but becaufe they are parts, and not wholes, they are fubordinate to 
an impartible and intellectual cflence. For there is no abfurdity in admitting that 
fuch things as are not only parts, but wholes, fubfift according to that effence ; but it is 
abfurd to admit this of fuch things as are parts only. For the generation of wholes is 
from thence, fince the uniform, prior to the multiplicd, and the whole, prior to part, is 
thence derived, Will it not, therefore, be right to affert of all fuch things, that the 
caufes of them are not intelleQual, (for every intellect is impartible, and confequently 
wholes fubfift in it prior to parts, and impartible prior to partible natures,) but that 
they are pfychical and phyfical. For that which is primarily partible is in fouls, and 
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after thefe in natures. Here, therefore, there is a rcafon and form of finger and tooth, 
and of each of thefe. And the wholenefs of thefe, indeed, prefubfifts in intellect, but 
that which in the one alfo comprchends multitude is in fouls. That which vitally 
difiributes the one from the multitude is in natures ; and that which makes a divifion 
accompanied with interval is in bodies, In fhort, it muft not be denied that there are 
definite dæmoniacal caufes of thefe, as invocations upon the finger, eye, and heart 
evince : but of the wholes which comprehend thefe parts there are divine caufes. 

In the next place let us confider accidents. Have thefe then alfo ideas, or is there 
alfo a twofold confidcration about thefe? For fome of them are perfective of, and 
give completion to, effences, fuch as fimilitude, beauty, health, and virtue ; but others 
fubfift indeed in effences, yet do not give completion to, nor perfect them, fuch as 
whitenefs, blacknefs, and every thing of this kind. Things, therefore, which give 
completion to, and are perfeGive of, effences have paradigmatic caufes precedane- 
oufly ; but things which are ingenerated in bodies are indeed produced according to 
reafon, and the temperament of bodies is not fufficient to their generation, but form is 
derived inwardly from nature, yet they are not produced according to a certain definite 
intellectual caufe. For the effential, the perfective, and the common, pertain to forms; 
but that which is deprived of all thefe fubfifts from fome other caufe, and not from the 
firft forms. For nature, receiving the order of forms procecding into corporeal mafies, 
divides wholes from parts, and effences from accidents, which prior to this were united 
and impartible; expanding thefe by her divifive powers. It is not indeed poffible, that 
things perfectly divided fhould immediately fubfift from things united, and things moft 
partial from fuch as are moft common; but a divifion muft neceffarily be produced 
from the condition of fubjeQion in the natures which fubfift between. We muk 
thercfore admit, that there is a caufe of figure which is the prolific fource of all 
figures, and one monad of numbers which is generative of all numbers; fince even 
the monad which is with us evinces that it contains unitedly the even and the odd, 
and all the forms of numbers. What then ought we to think concerning the monad 
which is there? Muft it not be, that it is uniformly the caufe of all things, and that 
its infinite power generates alfo in us infinite number? Indeed, this muft ncccflarily 
be the cafc, fince the monad which is here procceds as the image of that. 

In the next place, with refpect to things artificial, fhall we fay that there are ideas 
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alfo of thefe? Socrates, indeed, in the Republic, does not refufe to fpeak of the idea 
ofa bed, and of a table ; but there he calls the productive principle in the dianoétic part 
of the artift, idea, and fays that this productive principle is the progeny of divinity, be- 
caufe he was of opinion that the artificial itfelf is imparted to fouls from divinity. For, 
if it fhould be faid that the forms of thefe are in intelle€&t, whether do thefe pervade to 
the fenfible world immediately, or through nature as a medium? For, if immediately, 
it will be abfurd, fince a progreffion of this kind no where fubfifts in other forms, but 
fuch things as are nearcr to intellect are the firft participants of ideas. But if through 
nature as a medium, becaufe the arts are faid to imitate nature, much prior to art na- 
ture will poffefs the forms of things artificial. But all things which are generated 
from nature live, and undergo generation and increafe, if they belong to things which 
are generated in matter: for nature is a certain life, and the caufe of things vital. It 
is however impoffible that a bed, or any thing elfe which is the productiom of art, 
fhould live and be increafed. And hence things artificial will not have prefubfifling 
ideas, nor intellectual paradigms of their fubfiftence. If, however, fome one fhould be 
willing to call the fciences arts, we muft make the following divifion :—Of arts, fuch 
as lead back the foul, and affimilate it to intelle, of thefe we muf admit that there 
are ideas, to which they affimilate us: for figure, and the intelligence of figure, are 
fimilar, and alfo number, and the intelligence of number. We muft admit, therefore, 
that there are ideas of arithmetic, mufic, geometry, and aftronomy, not indeed fo far 
as they are applied to practical purpofes, but fo far as they are intellectual, and infpec- 
tive of divine forms. For thefe indeed conjoin us with intellect, when, like the Cory- 
phzan philofopher in the Theztetus, we aftronomize above the heavens, furvey the in- 
tellelual harmony according to which the demiurgus generated fouls and this uni- 
verfe, and contemplate that number which fubfifts in all forms occultly and feparately, 
and the intclle€tual figure, which is generative of all figures, and according to which 
the father of the univerfe convolves the world, and gives to each of the elements its 
proper figure. Of thefe, therefore, we muft eftablith ideas, and of fuch other fciences 
2s elevate fouls to intelle&, and the affiftance of which we require in running back to 
the intelligible. But, with refpect to fuch fciences as pertain to the foul while fport- 
ing and employing herfelf about mortal concerns, and adminiftering to human indi- 


gence, of thefe there are no intelleCtual forms, but the foul poffeffcs a power in opi- 
nion, 
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nion, which Ís the fruitful fource of theorems, and is naturally adapted to generate andl 
There are, however, by no mcans feparate forms of 


judgeof fuch-like particulars. 
But it is not wonderful that the caufes of thefe thould 


the arts, or of things artificial. 
fubfifi in demons, who are faid to be the infpective guardians of arts, and tounpart 

them to men; or that they fhould alfo be fymbolically in the Gods. Thus, for ine 
ftance, a certain demon of the order of Vulcan is faid to prefide over the brazier’s art, 
and to contain the form of this art ; but the mighty Vulcan himfelf is faid fymbolically 
to fabricate the heavens from brafs. In a fimilar manner, there is a certain Minerval 
dæmon who prefides over the weaver's art, Minerva herfelf being celebrated as weav- 
ing in a different and demiurgic manner the order of intelleQual forms. 

In the next place, withrefpeci to evil, muft we fay that there is fuch thing as evil 
itfelf, the idea of evils? or thall we fay, that as the form of things endued with interval 
is impartible, and of things multiplied, monadic, fo the paradigm of things evil is 
good? For the affertion is by no means fane, which admits that evil itfelf fubfifts 
among ideas, Icft we fhould be compelled to fay that divinity himfelf is the caufe of 
thofe evils of which he contains the paradigms ; though we, when we look to thofc 
paradigms, become better than we were before. But if fome one fhould fay that the 
form of evils is good, we afk, whether it is alone good in its effence, or alfo in its 
energy? For, if in its cffence alone, it will be productive of evil by its energy, 
which it is not lawful to affert; but if in its energy alfo, it is evident that what is gc- 
nerated by it will be good. For the effect of beneficent power and energy is good, 
no lefs than the effect of fire is hot. Evil, the-cfore, fo far as evil, is not gencrated 
according to a certain paradigm. But if, as Parmenides al‘o fays, every idcais a God, 
and no God, as we learn from the Republic, is the caufe of evil, neither muft we fay, 
that ideas being Gods are the caufes of evil. But paradigms are the caufes of the 
things of which they are paradigms ; and hence, no idea is the caufe of evil. 

From all that has been faid, we may fummarily collect that ideas are of univerfal 
effences, and of the perfections in thefe. For the good, the effential, and the perpe- 
tual, are moft adapted to forms; the firt of thefe pervading from the firfi caufe, the 
fecond from the higheft being, and the third from eternity, to the firft order of forms. 
From thefe three elements, therefore, we may define what things are gencrated accord- 


ing to a certain paradigmatic intelleCtual caufe, and what fubfift from other principles, 
and 
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and not from an intellectual paradigm. For hair, though it fhould be a leading part, 
will not be there; for it has been fhown that other things are there, and not parts. 
But clay is an indefinite mixture of two elements not fubfifling according to a phy- 
fical reafon; fince we are alfo accuftomed to connect together ten thoufand other 
particulars for our ufe. We do not however refer any thing of this kind to form: for 
thefe works are either the offspring of art, or of a deliberative tendency to things in 
our power. And as to mud, fince it is a certain evil of that with which it fubfifts, it 
cannot fubfift from ideas, becaufe, as we have fhown, nothing evil is generated from 
thence. On this account thefe things, becaufe they are exits and privations of ideas, 
do not from them derive their origin. For darknefs is a privation of light; but the 
fun, being the caufe of light, is not alfo the caufe of its privation. In like manner, 
intellect, being the caufe of knowledge, does not alfo give fubfiftence to ignorance, 
which is the privation of knowledge; and foul, being the fupplier of life, does not 
alfo impart a privation of life. But if fome one fhould fay that intelle& knowing 
good knows alfo evil, and on this account fhould place evil in intelleét, to this 
we muft reply, that there is no paradigm of evil in intelle&t, but that it pofleffes 
a knowledge of evil; and that this is the paradigm of all the knowledge of evil, 
which he who receives is benefited. For ignorance is evil, but not the knowledge 
of ignorance, this being one knowledge both of itfelf and of ignorance. For, if 
we thus fpeak, we fhall neither introduce ideas of things evil, as fome of the Platonifts 
have, nor fhall we fay that intellect alone knows things of a more excellent nature, 
as others have afferted; but, ranking between both, we {hall admit that it has a know- 
ledge of evils, but we fhall not introduce a paradigmatic caufe of thefe, fince it would 
be evil. 

The following tranflation of extracts from the beginning of the MS. of Damafcius 
TEPL UPX WY, Or CONCERNING PRINCIPLES, May be confidercd as an adinirable comment 
on the concluding part of the firt hypothefis of this dialogue, where it is inferred 
(p. 160.) that zbe one neither is one, nor is; and that it can neither be named, nor 
fpoken of, nor conceived by opinion, nor be known, nor perceived by any being. 
The extra&s are taken and tranflated from the MS. in the Bodleian library. The 


difficulty of tranflating thefe extradls, like the fublimity which they contain, can be 
known only to a few. 
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Whether fhall we fay that the one principle of all things is beyond all things? or 
that it is fomething belonging to all things, being as it were the fummit of the things 
proceeding from it? And fhall we fay that all things fubfift together with it, or that 
they are poftcrior to and originate from it? For if fome one fhould affert this, how 
will the principle be fomething external to all things? For, thofe things are in fhort 
all, of which no one whatever is abfent. But the principle is abfent, as not ranking 
among all things. All things, therefore, are not fimply pofterior to the principle, but 
befides the principle. Further ftill, all things muft be confidered as many finite 
things: for things infinite will plainly not be all. Nothing, therefore, will be exter- 
nal to all things. For allnefs (wavrorys) is a certain boundary and comprehenfion, in 
which the principle is the boundary upwards, and that which is the ultimate pro- 
ceffion from the principle, the boundary downwards. All things, therefore, fubfitt 
together with the boundaries. Again, the principle is coordinated with the things 
which proceed from the principle ; for it is faid to be and is the principle of them. 
The caufe alfo is coordinated with the things caufed, and that which is firft with the 
things pofterior to the firt. But things of which there is one coordination, being 
many, are faid to be all; fo that the principle alfo is among all things. And, in fhort, 
we call fuch things as we conceive to fubfift in any way whatever, all things; and we 
alfo conceive the principle to fubfift. Hence we are accuftomed to call all the city, 
the governor and the governed, and all the race, the begetter and the begotten. 
But if all things fubfift together with the principle, will not the principle be fomething 
belonging to all things, the principle alfo being affumed in conjunction with all things? 
The one coordination, therefore, of all things, which we fay is all, is without a prin- 
ciple, and without a caufe, left we fhould afcend to infinity. It is however neceflary 
that every thing fhould either be the principle, or from the principle. All things, 
therefore, are cither the principle, or from the principle. But if the latter be the 
cafe, the principle will not fubfift together with all things, but will be external to ail 
things, as the principle of the things procceding from it. If the former be admitted, 
what will that be which will proceed from all things, as from the principle? Ail 
things, therefore, arc ncither the principle, nor from the principle *, Further fiill, 
all things are in a certain refpect beheld fubfifting in multitude, and a certain fepara- 


* For the principle fo far as it is the principle ranks among all things. 
tion.. 


568 ADDITIONAL NOTES 


ion. For we cannot conceive the all without thefe. How, therefore, do a certain 
feparation and multitude direAlly appear? Or are not all things every where in 
feparation and multitude? But is she one the fummit of the many, and she monad the 
united fubfitlence of things which are feparated from each other? And, ftill further, is 
the one more fimple than the monad? In the firft place, however, if this be faid, every 
monad is number, though fubfitting contractedly and in profound union; and thus 
the monad alfo is all things. And, in the next place, tbe one is not fomething belong- 
ng to the many; for thus it would give completion to zbe many, in the fame manner 
as each of other things. But as numerous as are the many according to a certain 
divifion, fo numerous alfo will żže one be prior to divifion, according to the every way 
impartible. For it is not /e one as that which is fmallett, as Speufippus appears to 
fay, but it is the one as all things. For by its own fimplicity it accedes to all things, 
and makes all things to be one. Hence all things proceed from it, becaufe it is 
itfelf all things prior to all. And as that which has an united fubfiftence is prior to 
things which are feparated from each other, fo the one is many prior to the many, But 
when we expand every conception belonging to our nature to all things, then we do 
not predicate all things after the fame manner, but in a triple refpect at leat; viz. 
unically, unitedly, and in a multiplied manner. All things, therefore, are from the one, 
and with reference to the one, as we are accuftomed to fay. If then, according to a 
more ufual manner of fpeaking, we call things which confift in multitude and fepara- 
tion all things, we muft admit that zbe united, and in a ftill greater degree the one, are 
the principles of thefe. But if we confider thefe two as all things, and affume them 
in conjunction with all other things, according to habitude and coordination with 
them, as we have before faid, we muft then inveftigate another principle prior to all 
things, which it is no longer proper to confider as in any way all things, nor to co- 
arrange with its progeny. For if fome one fhould fay that the one, though it is all 
things which have in any refpect a fubfiftence, yet is one prior to all things, and is 
more one than all things; fince it is cne by itfclf, but all things as the caufe of all, and 
according to a coordination with all things ;—if this fhould be faid, zbe one will thus 
be doubled, and we ourfelves fkall become doubled, and multiplied about its fimpli- 
city. For by being she one it is all things after the mofi fimple manner. At the 
fame time alfo, though this fhould be faid, it is neccffary that the principle of all things 
fhould 
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fhould be exempt from all things, and confequently that it fhould be exempt from the 
moft fimple alhefs, and from a fimplicity abforbing all things, fuch as is that of the 
one. Our foul, therefore, prophefies that the principle which is beyond all things 
that can in any refpect be conceived, is uncoordinated with all things. Neither, there- 
fore, muft it be called principle, nor caufe, nor that which is firft, nor prior to all 
things, nor beyond all things. By no means, therefore, muft we celebrate it as all things, 
nor, in fhort, is it to be celebrated, nor recalled into memory. For, whatever we con- 
ceive or confider is either fomething belonging to all things, or is all things, although 
analyfing we fhould afcend to that which is moft fimple, which is the moft compre- 
henfive of all things, being as it were the ultimate circumference, not of beings, but 
of non-beings: for, of beings, that which has an united fubfiltence, and is perfectly 
without feparation, is the extremity, fince every being is mingled from elements which 
are cither bound and infinity, or the progeny of thefe. But she one is fimply the laft 
boundary of the many. For we cannot conceive any thing more fimple than that 
which is perfectly one; which if we denominate the principle, and caufe, the firft and 
the moft fimple, thefe and all other things are there only according to she one. But 
we not being able to contract our conceptions into profound union, are divided about 
it, and predicate of ¢e one the diftributed multitude which is in ourfelves; unlefs we 
defpife thefe appellations alfo, becaufe zhe many cannot be adapted to ¢he one. Hence 
it can neither be known nor named; for, if it could, it would in this refpect be many, 
Or thefe things alfo will be contained in it, according to zke one. For the nature of 
the one is all-receptive, or rather all-producing, and there is not any thing whatever 
which że one is not. Hence all things are as it were evolved from it. Itis, therc- 
fore, properly caufe, and the firfl, the end, and the laft, the defenfive enclofure of all 
things, and the one nature ofall things; not that nature which ts in things, and which 
proceeds from ¢he one, but that which is prior to them, which is the moft impartible 
fummit of all things whatever, and the greateft comprehenfion of all things which in 
any refpect are faid to have a being. 

But if zbe one is the caufe of all things, and is comprehenfive of all things, what 
afcent will there be for us beyond this alfo? For we do not firive in vain, extending 
ourfelves to that which is nothing. For that which is not even owe, is not according 
to the moft juft mode of fpeaking. Whence then do we conceive that there is 
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fomething beyond the one? for the many require nothing elfe than the one. And 
hence zke one alone is the caufe of the many. Hence alfo the one is entirely caufe, 
becaufe it is neceffary that the caufe of the many fhould alone be the one.. For it. 
cannot be nothing; fince nothing is the caufe of nothing. Nor can it be tbe many = 
for fo far as many they are uncoordinated ; and zbe many will not be one caufe.. But 
if there are many caufes, they will not be caufes of each other, through being unco- 
ordinated, and through a progreffion in a circle, the fame things being caufes and 
the things caufed. Each, therefore, will be the caufe of itfelf, and thus.there will be 
no caufe of the many. Hence it is neceffary that she one fhould be the caufe of the 
many, and which is alfo the caufe of their coordination: for there is a certain con- 
{piring coordination, and a union with each other. 

If, therefore, fome one thus doubting fhould fay that zhe one is a fufficient principle, 
and fhould add as the fummit that we have not any conception or fufpicion more 
fimple than that of the one, and fhould therefore afk how we can fufpect any thing 
beyond the laft fufpicion and conception we are able to frame ;—if fome one fhould 
thus fpeak, we muft pardon the doubt. For a fpeculation of this kind is as it feems 
inacceffible and immenfe: at the fame time, however, from things more known to us 
we muft extend the ineffable parturitions of our foul, to the ineffable cofenfation of 
this fublime truth. For, as that which fubfifis without is in every refpect more 
honourable than that which fubfifts with habitude, and the uncoordinated than the 
coordinated, as the theoretic than the political life, and Saturn for inftance than Jupiter, 
being than forms, and żhe one than the many, of which she one is the principle; fo, in fhort, 
that which tranfcends every thing of this kind is more honourable than all caufes and 
principles, and is not to be confidered as fubfifting in any coarrangement and habitude; 
fince the one is naturally prior to the many, that which is moft fimple to things more 
compofite, and that which is moft comprehenfive to the things which it comprehends, 
So that, if you are willing thus to fpeak, zhe fir? is beyond all fuch oppofition, not cnly 
that which is in things coordinate, but even that which takes place from its fubfiftence 
as the firt. The one, therefore, and the united are pofterior to the firft: for thefe 
caufally contain multitude as numerous as that which is unfolded from them. The 
one, however, is no lefs one, if indced it is not more fo, becaufe feparate multitude is 
pofterior to and not in it; and the united is no lefs united becaufe it contracted in 
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one things feparated prior to feparation. Each of thefe, therefore, is all things, 
whether according to coordination, or according to their own nature. But all things 
cannot be things firt, nor the principle. Nor yet one of them alone, becaufe this 
one will be at the fame time all things, according to she one; but we thall not yet 
have difcovered that which is beyond all things. To which we may alfo add, that 
the one is the fummit of the many, as the caufe of the things proceeding from it. 
We may likewife fay that we form a conception of the one according to a purified 
fufpicion extended to that which is moft fimple and moft comprehenfive. But that 
which is moft venerable muft neceffarily be incomprehenfible by all conceptions and 
firfpicions ; fince alfo, in other things, that which always foars beyond our conceptions is 
more honourable than that which is more obvious: fo that what flies from all our 
fufpicions will be moft honourable. But, if this be the cafe, it is nozing. Let however 
nothing be twofold, one better than she one, the other pofterior to fenfibles. If alfo we 
ftrive in vain in afferting thefe things, ftriving in vain is likewife twofold ; the one falling 
into the ineffable, the other into that which in no refpe&t whatever has any fub- 
fiftence. For sis alfo is ineffable, as Plato fays, but according to the worfe, but shat 
according to the bettcr. If, too, we fearch for a certain advantage arifing from it, 
this is the moft neceflary advantage of all others, that all things thence procced as 
from an adytum, from the ineffable, and in an ineffable manner. For neither do 
they proceed as zbe one produces the many, nor as the united things feparated, but as 
the ineffable fimilarly produces all things, ineffably. But if in afferting thefe things 
concerning it, that it is ineffable, that it is no one of all things, that it is incompre- 
henfible, we fubvert what we fay, it is proper to know that thefe are the names and 
words of our parturitions, daring anxioufly to explore it, and which, ftanding in the vefti- 
bules of the adytum, announce indeed nothing pertaining to the ineffable, but fignify 
the manner in which we are affected about it, our doubts and difappointment; nor 
yet this clearly, but through indications to fuch as are able to underftand thefe 
inveftigations. We alfo fee that our parturitions fufter thefe things about the one, 
and that in a fimilar manner they are folicitous and fubverted. For she one, fays Plato, 
if it is, is not be one. But if it is not, no affertion can be adapted to it: fo that neither 
can there be a negation of it, nor can any name be given to it; for neither is a name 
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fimple. Nor is there any opinion nor fcience of it; for neither are thefe fimple : nor 
is intelle&t itfelf fimple. So that *4e one is in every refpect unknown and ineffable. 
What then? Shall we inveftigate fomething elfe beyond the ineffable ? Or, per- 
haps, indeed, Plato leads us ineftably through ¢e one as a medium, to the ineffable 
beyond zke one, which is now the fubject of difcuffion; and this by an ablation of the 
one, in the fame manner as he leads us to the one by an ablation of other things. For, 
that he gives to the one a certain pofition is evident from his Sophifta, where he de- 
monftrates that it fubfifts prior to being, itfclf by itfelf. But if, having afcended as far 
as to the one, he is filent, this alfo is becoming in Plato to be perfectly filent, after the 
manner of the antients, concerning things in every refpect unfpeakable: for the dif- 
courfe was, indeed, moft dangerous, in confequence of falling on idiotical ears. In- 
deed, when difcourfing concerning that which in no refpect has any fubfiftence, he 
fubverts his affertions, and is fearful of falling into the fea of diffimilitude, or, rather, 
of unfubfifting void. But if demonftrations do not accord with zbe one, it is by no 
means wonderful: for they are human and divifible, and more compofite than is fit. | 
Indeed, they are not even adapted to being, fince they are formal, or rather they are 
neither adapted to forms nor effences. Or, is it not Plato himfelf, who in his Epiftles* 
evinces that we have nothing which is fignificant of form, no type, nor name, nor dif- 
courfe, nor opinion, nor fcience? For it is intellect alone which can apprehend ideas 
by its projecting energies, which we cannot poffefs while bufily engaged in diicourfe. 
If, therefore, we even energize intellectually, fince in this cafe our intellection is cha- 
racterized by form, we hall not accord with ¢4e united and with being. And if at any 
time we are able to projet a contracted intelligence, even this is unadapted and dif- 
cordant with she one. If, alfo, we energize according to the moft profoundly united 
intelligence, and through this occultly perceive the one it/elf, yet even this is expanded 
only as far as to zbe one, if there is a knowledge of the one ; for this we have not yet de- 
termined, At the fame time, however, let us now apply ourfelves to the difcuffion of 
things of fuch great importance, through indications and fufpicions, being purified, 
with refpect to unufual conceptions, and led through analogies and negations, defpi 
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able with us to things more honourable. Shall we therefore fay, that the nature which 
we now inve(tigate as the fir, is fo perfedily incffable, that it muft not even be ad- 
mitted concerning it that it is thus ineffable; but that the one is ineffable, as flying 
from all compofition of words and names, and all difiin@tion of that which is known 
from that which knows, and is to be apprehénded in a manner the moft fimple and 
comprehenfive, and that it is not one alone as the idiom of one, but as one all things, 
and one prior to all things, and not one which is fumething belonging to all things ? 
Thefe, indced, are the parturitions of the foul, and are thus purified with refpe& to 
the fimply one, and that which is truly the one caufe of all things. But, in fhort, we 
thus form a conception of zke one which we contain as the fummit or flower of our 
cffence, as being more proximate and allied to us, and more prompt to fuch a fufpicion 
of that which nearly leaves all things behind it. But, from fome particular thing which 
is made the fubject of hypothefis, the tranfition is eafy to that which is fimply fuppofed, 
though we fhould in no refpe& accede to it, but, being carried in that which is moft 
fimple in us, fhould form a fufpicion concerning that which is prior to all things. The 
one, therefore, is thus effable, and thus ineffable; but that which is beyond it is to 
be honoured in the moft perfe&t filence, and, prior to this, by the moft perfect igno- 
rance *, whieh defpifes all knowledge. 

Let us, therefore, now confider, in the fecond place, how it is faid to be perfectly 
unknown. For, if this be true, how do we affert all thefe things concerning it? For 
we do not clucidate by much difcuffion about things of which we are ignorant. But 
if it is in reality uncoordinated with all things, and without habitudce to all things, and 
is nothing of all things, nor even rhe one itfelf, thefe very things are the nature of it. 
Befides, with refpect to its being unknown, we either know that it is unknown, or we 
are ignorant of this. But if the latter, how do we fay that it is perfeQlly unknown ? 
And if we know this, in this refpect therefore it is known. Or fhall we fay that it 
is known, that the unknown is unknown? We cannot therefore deny one thing of 


another, not knowing that which is the fubject of the negation; nor can we fay that 
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tellectual energies, 


5 it 


574 ADDITIONAL NOTES 


it is not this or that, when we can in no refpect reach it. How, therefore, can we 
deny of that of which we are perfectly ignorant the things which we know? For this 
is juft as if fome one who was blind from his birth fhould affert that heat is not in 
colour. Or perhaps, indeed, he alfo will juftly fay, that colour is not hot. For he 
knows this by the touch ; but he knows nothing of colour, except that it is not tan- 
gible: for he knows that he does net knowit. Such a knowledge, indeed, is not a 
knowledge of colour, but of his own ignorance. And we.alfo, when we fay that the 
firft is unknown, do not announce any thing of it, but we confefs the manner in which 
we are affected about it. For the non-perception of the blind man is not in the co- 
lour, nor yet his blindnefs, but in him. The ignorance, therefore, of that of which 
we are ignorant isin us, For the knowledge of that which is known, is in him that 
knows, and not in the thing known. But if knowledge is in that which is known, 
being as .it were the fplendour of it, fo fome one fhould fay ignorance is in that which is 
unknown, being as it were the darknefs of it, or obfcurity, according to which it is 
unknown by, and is unapparent to, all things,—he who fays this is ignorant, that as 
blindnefs is a privation, fo likewife all ignorance, and that as is the invifible, fo that of 
which we are ignorant, and which is unknown. In other things, therefore, the priva- 
tion of this or that leaves fomething elfe. For that which is incorporeal, though invi- 
fible, yet is intelligible: and that which is not intelligible by a certain intelligence, 
leaves at the fame time fomcthing elfe. But if we take away every conception and fufpi- 
cion, this alfo we muft fay is perfeCtly unknown by us, about which we clofe every 
eye*. Nor muft we affert any thing of it, as we do of the intelligible, that it is not 
adapted to be feen by the eyes, or as we do of zbe one, that it is not naturally adapted 
to be underftood by an effential and abundant intelleCtion: for it imparts nothing by 
which it can be apprehended, nothing which can lead to a fufpicion of its nature. For 
neither do we only fay that it is unknown, that being fomething elfe it may naturally 
poffefs the unknown, but we do not think it fit to predicate of it cither being, or the 
one, or all things, or the principle of all things, or, in fhort, any thing. Neither, 
therefore, are thefe things the nature of it, viz. the nothing, the being beyond all things, 
Jupercaufal fubjiftence, and the uncoordinated with all things; but thefe are only ablations 
of things pofterior to it. How, therefore, do we fpeak concerning it? Shall we iay, 
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that, knowing thefe pofterior things, we defpife them with refpećt to the pofition, if I may 
fo fpeak, of that which is in every refpect ineffable ? For, as that which is beyond fome 
particular knowledge is better than that which is apprehended by fuch knowledge, fo 
that which is beyond all fufpicion muft neceffarily be moft vencrable; not that it is 
known to be fo, but poffcffing the moft vencrable as in us, and as the confequence of 
the manner in which we are affected about it. We alfo call this a prodigy, from its 
being entirely incomprehenfible by our conceptions: for it is through analogy, if that 
which in a certain refpe@ is unknown, according to a more excellent fubfiftence, is 
fuperior to that which is in every refpe& known. Hence, that which is in every rc- 
fpe&t unknown according to a more excellent fubfiftence, muft neceffarily be acknow- 
ledged to be fupreme, though it indeed has neither the fupreme, nor the moft excellent, 
nor the moft venerable : for thefe things are our confcffions about that, which entirely 
flies from all our conceptions and fufpicions.. For by this very affertion, that we can 
form no fufpicion of it, we acknowledge that it is moft wonderful; fince, if we fhould 
fufpect any thing concerning it, we mufi alfo inveftigate fomething elfe prior to this 
fufpicion, and cither proceed to infinity in our fearch, or ftop at that which is perfelly 
ineffable. Can we, therefore, demonftrate any thing conccrning it? and is that de- 
monfirable which we do not think fit to confider as a thing whofe fubfifience we can 
even fufpet? Or, when we affert thefe things, do we not indced demonfirate con- 
cerning it, but not ##? For neither does it contain the demonftrable, nor any thing 
elfe. What then? Do we not opine concerning it thefe things which we now affert ? 
But if there is an opinion of it, it is alfo the object of opinion. Or fhall we fay we 
opine that it is not thefe things? for Ariftotle alfo fays that there is true opinion. If, 
therefore, the opinion is true, the thing likewife is to which opinion being adapted 
becomes true. For, in confequence of the thing fubfifiing, the opinion alfo is true. 
Though, indeed, how will it be, or how will that be true which is perfectly unknown? 
Or thall we fay this is true, that it is not thefe things, and that it is not known? Is 
it therefore truly falfe, that it is thefe things, and that it is known? Or fhall we 
fay that thefe things are to be referred to privations, and to that which in a certain re- 
fpe&t is not, in which there may be a falling from the hypoftaf's of form? Juft as 
we call the abfence of light darknefs, For, light not exifting, neither is there any 


darkoefs. But to that which is never and in no refpect being, nothing among beings 
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> 


576 ADDITIONAL NOTES 


can, as Plato fays, accede. Neither, therefore, is it non-being, nor, in fhort, priva- 
tion; and even the expreffion never in no re/pec? (zs pnìapn unizycvs) is incapable 
of fignifying its nature. For this expreffion is being, and fignification is fomething 
belonging to beings. Likewiic, though we fhould opine that it is not in any refpect, 
yet at the fame time fince it thus becomes the object of opinion, it belongs to beings. 
Hence, Plato very properly calls that which never and in no refpect is, ineffable and 
incapable of being opined, and this according to the wore than the effable and opi- 
nion, in the fame manner as we fay the fupreme iè according to that which is better 
than thefe. What then, do we not think and are we not perfuaded that the fupreme 
thus fubfitts? Or, as we bave often faid, do not thefe things exprefs the manner in 
which we are affected about it? But we poffefs in ourfelves this opinion, which is 
therefore empty, as is the opinion of a vacuum and the infinite. As therefore we 
form a phantaftic and fictitious opinion of theie, though they are not, as if they were, 
juft as we opine the fun to be no larger than a fphere whofe diameter is but a foot, 
though this is far from being the cafe ;—to, if we opine any thing concerning that 
which never and in no refpect is, or concerning that of which we write thefe things, 
the opinion is our own, and the vain attempt is in us, in apprehending which we think 
that we apprehend the fupreme. It is, however, nothing pertaining to us, fo much 
does it tranicend our conceptions. How, therefore, do we demontftrate that there is 
fuch an ignorance in us concerning it? And how do we fay that it is unknown? We 
reply, in one word, Becaufe we always find that what is above knowledge is more ho- 
nourable ; fo that what is above all knowledge, if it were to be found, would be found 
to be moft honourable. But it is fufficient to the demonftration that it cannot be 
found. We ali fay thet it is above all things; becaufe, if it were any thing known, 
it would rank among all things; and there would be fomething common to it with 
all things, viz. the being known. But there is one coordination of things in which 
there is Something common ; fo that in confequence of this it will fubfift together with 
ail things. Hence it is neceffary that it fhould be unknown. 

In the tbird place, the unknown is inherent in beings as well as the known, though 
they are relatively inherent at the fame time. As, therefore, we fay that the fame 
thing is relatively large and fmall, fo alfo we fav, that a thing is known and unknown 
with reference to different things. And as the fame thing, by participating of the 
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two forms, the great and the fmall, is at the fame time both great and tinall, fo that 
which at the fame time participates of the known and the unknown is both thefe. 
Thus, the intelligible is unknown to fenfe, but is known to inteileét, For the more 
excellent will not be privation, the inferior at the fame time being form; fince every 
abfence, and a privation of this kind, is either in matter or in foul; but all things 
are prefent in intellect, and fiill more in a certain refpect in the intelligible. Unlefs, 
indeed, we denominate privation according to a morc excellent fubfiftence, as we fay 
that is not form which is above form; and that is not being which is fuperefiential ; 
and that is nothing which is truly unknown, according to a tranfcendency which fur- 
paffes all things. If, therefore, te one is the laft known of things which arc in any 
refpect whatever known or fufpected, that which is beyond ¢he one is primarily and 
perfe€tly unknown ; which alfo is fo unknown, that neither has it an unknown nature, 
nor can we accede to it as to the unknown, but it is even unknown to us whether it 
is unknown. For there is an all-perfect ignorance about it, nor can we know it, nci- 
ther as known, nor as unknown. Hence, we are on all fides fubverted, in confe- 
quence of not being able to reach it in any refpect, becaufe it is not even one thing ; 
or rather, it is not that which is not even one thing. Hence, it is that which in no 
refpe&t whatever has any fubfiflence ; or it is even beyond this, fince this is a negation 
of being, and that which is not even one thing is a negation of zbe ove. But that which 
is not one thing, or, in other words, that which is nothing, is a void, and a falling from 
all things. We do not, however, thus conceive concerning the ineffable. Or fhall 
we fay that nothing is twofold, the one being beyond, and the other below, all things? 
For the one alfo is twofold, this being the extreme, as /be one of matter, and /dut the 
firft, as that which is more anticnt than being. So that with refpect to notbing alfo, 
this will be as that which is not even the laft onc, but ¢4aé, as neither being the firft 
one. In this way, therefore, that which is unknown and ineffable is twofold, this, as 
not even poffeffing the laft fufpicion of fubfificnce, and tbat, as not even being the 
firt of things. Muft we, therefore, confidcr it as that which is unknown to xs? Or 
this indeed is nothing paradoxical : for it will be unknown even to much-honoured in- 
telle&, if it be lawful fo to fpeak. For every intcllect looks to the intelligible; and 
the intelligible is either form or being. But may not divine knowledge know it; and 
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to the one, but that which we are now invefligating is beyond she one. In fhort, if it 
alfo is known, in conjunction with others, it will alfo be fomething belonging to ail 
things; for it will be common to it with others to be known, and thus far it will be 
coordinated with others. Further fiill, if it is known, divine knowledge will compre- 
hend it. It will, therefore, define it. Every boundary, however, afcends ultimately 
as far as to the one; but that is beyond the one. It is, therefore, perfectly incompre- 
henfible and invifible, and confequently is not to be apprehended by any kind of 
knowledge. To which we may add, that knowledge is of things which may be known, 
as beings, or as having a fubfiftence, or as participating of the one. But this is be- 
yond all thefe. Further ftill, żbe one alfo appears to be unknown, if if is neceffary 
that what is known fhould be one thing, and that which knows another, though 
both fhovld be in the fame thing. So that she truly one will not know itfelf: for 
it does not poffefs a certain duplicity. There will not, therefore, be in it that which 
knows, and that which is known. Hence, neither will a God, confidered according 
to the one itfelf alone, and as being conjoined with /e one, be united with that which 
is fimple, according to duplicity. For how can the double be conjoined with the 
fimple? But if he knows the one by the one, that which knows, and alfo that which is 
known, will be one, and in each the nature of the one will be fhown, fubfifting alone 
and being one. So that he will not be conjoined as different with that which is diffe- 
rent, or as that which is gnoftic with that which is known, fince this very thing is one 
alone; fo that neither will he be conjoined according to knowledge. Much more, 
therefore, is that which is not even she one unknown. But if she one is the laft thing 
known, we know nothing of that which is beyond zbe one; fo that the prefent rhap- 
fody is vain. Or fhall we fay we know that thefe things are unworthy to be afferted, if 
it be lawful fo to fpeak, of the firft hypothefis, fince, not yet knowing even intelligible 
forms, we defpife the images which fubfift in us of their eternal and impartible nature; 
fince thefe images are partible, and multifarioufly mutable. Further ftill, being igno- 
rant of the contracted fubfiftence of intelligible fpecies and genera, but poffeffing an 
image of this, which is a contraction of the genera and fpecies in us, we fufpect that 
being itfelf refembles this contraction, but is at the fame time fomething more excel- 
lent; and this muft be efpecially the cafe with that which has an united fubfittence. 
But now we are ignorant of be one, not contra&ting, but expanding all things to it; 
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and in us fimplicity itfelf confifts, with relation to the all which we contain, but is 
very far from coming into contact with the all-perfect nature of the one. For the one 
and rhe fimple in our nature, are in the fmallc degree that which they are faid to be, 
except that they are a fign or indication of the nature which is there. Thus alfo 
affuming in intcile&t every thing which can be in any refpeét known or fufpected, we 
think fit to afcribe it as far as to the one; if it be requifite to fpcak of things unfpcak- 
able, and to conceive things which are inconceivable. At the fame time, alfo, we 
think fit to make that the fubjce&t of hypothcfis, which cannot be compared, and is 
uncoordinated with all things, and which is fo exempt, that neither in reality does it 
poffefs the cxempt. For that which is exempt is always exempt from fomething, and 
is not in every refpect exempt, as poffeffing habitude to that from which it is exempt, 
and, in fhort, preceding in a certain coordination. If, therefore, we intend to make 
that which is truly exempt the fubjc&t of hypothefis, we muft not even fuppofe it to 
be exempt. For, accurately fpeaking, its proper name will not be verified when af- 
cribed to the exempt; for in this cafe it would at the fame time be coordinated; fo 
that it is neceffary even to deny this of it. Likewife, negation is a certain fentence, 
and that which is denied is a certain thing ; but that of which we are now eudeavour- 
ing to fpeak is not any thing. Neither, therefore, can it be denied, nor fpoken of, 
nor be in any way known: fo that ncither is it poffible to deny the negation ; but that 
which appears to us to be a demonftration of what we fay, is a perfeét fubverfion of 
language and conceptions. What end, therefore, will there be of the cifcourfe, ex- 
cept the mofi profound filence, and an acknowledgment that we know nothing of that 
which it is not lawful, fince impoffible, to lead into knowledge ? 

May it not, therefore, be faid by fome one who ventures to make fuch-like inqui- 
ries, if we affert fomething concerning it from things of a poftcrior nature, fince in thefe 
the monad is every where the leader of a certain proper number ; for there is one firt 
foul and many fouls, one firft intelle& and many intclles, one firt being and many 
beings, and onc firft unity and many unities ;—if this be the cafe, may it not be faid 
that in a fimilar manner it is requifite there fhould be one ineffable and many ineffa- 
bles? If thisthen be admitted, it will be nceceffary to fay that the incffable is incffa- 
bly prolific. It will, therefore, generate a proper multitude. Or may we not fay, 
that thefe and fuch-like conceptions arife from forgetting what has been before aflerted? 

4E2 For 
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For there is nothing common between it and other things; nor will there be any 
thing pertaining to it among things which are fpoken of, or conceived, or fufpected. 
Neither, therefore, can the one nor the many, neither the prolific nor the productwve, nor 
that which is in any refpe& a caufe, neither any analogy nor fimilitude can be 
afcribed to it. For it is efpecially neceffary to induce quiet, in that which is arcane, 
firmly abiding in the adytum of the foul. But if it be neceffary to indicate fome- 
thing concerning it by negations, we muft fay that it is neither one nor many, neither 
prolific nor unprolific, neither caufe nor caufelefs ; thus in reality fubverting ourfelves, 
I know not how, by negations to infinity. Shall we, therefore, thus trifling adduce 
that which in no refpect has any fubfiftence whatever? For to this all thefe afler- 
tions are adapted, and after all thefe the very fubverfion itfelf, as the Elean philo- 
fopher teaches us. This queftion indeed is not difficult to folve; for we have before 
faid that all thefe things apply to that which is not in any refpect, in confequence of 
its being worfe than all thefe, but they apply to the firft, in confequence of admitting 
it to be better than all thefe. For the things denied arc not denied of each after 
the fame manner; but upwards things lefs, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, are denied of 
that which is more excellent; and downwards, things better of that which is worfe, 
if it be poffible fo to fpeak. For we deny things both of matter and ¢e one, but in 
a twofold refpect, after the above-mentioned manner, This queftion then, as I have 
faid, is eafily folved, 

Again, therefore, it may be faid, Does not fomething proceed from it to the things 
which are here? Or how indeed fhould this not be the cafe, if all things are from 
it? For every thing participates of that from which it proceeds. For, if nothing elfe, 
it thence poflefies that which it is, refpiring its proper principle, and converting itfelf 
to it as much as poflible. What indeed fhould hinder it from imparting fomething 
of itfelf to its progeny? What other medium is there? And how is it not neceffary 
that the fecond fhould always be nearer to the one principle than the third? and the 
third than the fourth? And if this be the cafe, muft it not alfo lefs depart from it ? 
If this too be the cafe, muft it not alfo more abide in the boundary of its nature? 
Hence, too, mufi it not alfo be more affimilated to it, fo that it likewife will be adapted 
to participate of it, and fo that it will participate of it? How alfo could we fufpect 
thefe things concerning it, unlefs we contained a certain veflige of it,—a vefiige 
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haftening asit were to be conjoined with it? Shall we, therefore, fay that being arcane 
it beftows an arcane participation on all things, through which there is in every thing 
fomething arcane? For we acknowledge that fome things are more arcane thar others, 
the one than being, being than life, life than intelle?, and thus always in fucceffion after 
the fame manner; or rather inverfely ; from matter as far as to a rational cflence, thefe 
things fubfift according to the worfe, bat thofe according to thc better, if it be lawful fo 
to fpeak. May we not however fay that he who admits this will alfo make a progreffion 
from the firt, and a certain arcane order of things proceeding, and that thus we thall 
introduce all fuch effables to the arcane, as we have condiftributed with the eftable ? 
We fhall therefore make three monads and three numbers, and no longer two ; viz. the 
effential, the unical, or that which is characterized by unity, and the arcane. And thus 
we {hall admit what we formerly rejected, i. e. multitude in the arcane, and an order 
of things firt, middle, and laft. There will alfo be permanency, progreftion and 
regreffion; and, in fhort, we fhall mingle much of the effable with the ineffable. 
But if, as we have faid, the term 34 or ¢hofe can not be introducedto that arcane nature 
which we confider as above the one and the many neither muft any thing elfe befides 
the one be admitted as prior to the many, nor any thing elfe be condiftributcd with the 
many in participation. Neither, therefore, is it participated, nor does it impart any 
thing of itfelf to its progeny; nor is every God arcane prior to its being one, as it is 
one prior to its being cffence. May we not fay, therefore, that language herc being 
fubverted evinces that this nature is arcane by concciving contraries according to 
every mode from things pofterior to it? And why is this wonderful, fince we are 
allo involved in fimilar doubts concerning zhe one? Indeed, is not this alio the cafe 
concerning being and that which is perfely united ? 

In another part, near the beginning of the fame admirable work, he remarks that 
ike one in every thing is the mere true thing itfelf. Thus, for inftance, the one of 
man is the mere true man, that of foul is the mere true foul, and that of body the 
mere true body. Thus alfo she one of the fun, and the one of the moon, arc the 
mere true fun and moon. After which he obterves as foliows: Neither zbe sae nor 
all things accords with the nature of s#e one. For thefe are oppofed to each other, 
and diftribute our conceptions. For, if we look tothe fimple and she one, we defroy 
its immenfely great perfeClion: and if we conceive all things fubfifting together, we 
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abolith zbe one and the fimple. But this is becaufe we are divided, and look to 
divided idioms. At the fame time, however, afpiring after the knowlcdge of it, we 
connect all things together, that we may thus be able to apprehend this mighty 
nature. Bat fearing the introduction of all multitudes, or contracting the peculiar 
nature of the one, and rejoicing in that which is fimple and the firft in {peaking of 
the moft antient principle, we thus introduce the one it/elf as a fymbol of fimplicity ; 
fince we likewife introduce al? things as a fymbol of the comprehenfion of all things. 
But that which is above or prior to both we can ncither conceive nor denominate. 
And why is it wonderful that we fhould fuffer thefe things about it, fince the diftin@ 
knowledge of it is unical, which we cannot perceive? Other things too of this kind 
we fuffer about being. For, endeavouring to perceive being, we difmifs it, but run 
round the elements of it, bound and infinity. But if we form a morc truc conception 
of it, that it is an united plenitude of all things, in this cafe the conception of al? 
things draws us down to multitude, and the conception of the united abolithes that of 
all things. Neither however is this yet wonderful. For, with refpeét to forms alfo, 
when we wifh to furvey any one of thefe, we run round the elements of it, and, 
firiving to perceive its unity, we obliterate its elements. At the fame time, however, 
every form is one and many; not indeed partly onc, and partly many, but the 
whole of it is through the whole a thing of this kind. Not being able, therefore, to 
apprehend this colle@ively, we rejoice in acceding to it with a diftribution of our 
conceptions, But always adhering in our afcent, like thofe who climb clinging with 
their hands and feet to things which extend us to a more impartible nature, we 
obtain in a certain refpect a cofenfation in the diftribution, of that which is uniform. 
We defpife, therefore, this with refpect to the colleed apprehenfion of it, which we 
cannot obtain, unlefs a certain vefiige of collected intelligence in our nature is 
agitated. And this is the light of truth, which is fuddenly enkindled, as if from the 
collifion of fire ones. For our greate conceptions, when exercifed with each other, 
verge to a uniform and fimple fummit as their end, like the extremities of lines in 
a circle haftening to the centre. And though even thus they fubfift indeed with 
diftribution, yct a certain veftige of the knowledge of form which we contain is pre- 
excited ; juft as the cqual tendency of all the lines in a circle to terminate in the 
middle affords a certain obfcure reprefentation of the centre. After the fame 
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manner alfo we afcend to being, in the firft place, by underfianding every form which 
falls upon us as diftributed, not only as impartible, but alfo as united, and this by 
confounding, if it be proper fo to fpeak, the multitude in cach. In the next place, we 
muft colle& every thing feparated together, and take away the circum{criptions, juft 
as if making many ftreams of water to be one collelion of water, except that we muft 
not underftand that which is united from all things, as one colleCtion of water, but we 
muft conccive that which is prior to all things, as the form of water prior to divided 
ftreams of water. Thus, therefore, we mufi expand ourfelves to she one, firt colle&- 
ing and afterwards difniffing what we have collected, for the fuper-expanded tran- 
feendency of the one. Afccnding, therefore, fhall we meet with it as that which is 
known? Or, wifhing to mect with it as fuch, fliall we arrive at the unknown? Or 
may we not fay that each of thefe is true ? For we meet with it afar off as that which 
is known; and when we are united to it from afar, paffing beyond that in our nature 
which is gnoftic of the one, then are we brought to be one, that is, to be unknown 
inflead of being gnoftic, This conta, therefore, as of one with one, is above 
knowledge, bnt the other is as of that which is gnoftic with that which is known. 
As however the crooked is known by the ftraight, fo wc form a conjecture of the 
unknown by the known. And this indeed is a mode of knowledge. The one, there- 
fore, is fu far known, that it does not admit of an approximating knowledge, but 
appears afar off as known, and imparts a gnoftic indication of itfelf. Unlike other 
things, however, the nearer we approach to it, it is not the more, but, on the contrary, 
lefs known; knowledge being diffolved by the one into ignorance, fince, as we have 
before obferved, where there is knowledge there alfo is feparation. But feparation 
approaching to /Ze one is inclofed in union; fo that knowledge alfo is refunded into 
ignorance. Thus, too, the analogy of Plato requires. For firt we endeavour to fec 
the fun, and we do indeed fce it afar off; but by how much the nearer we approach 
to it, by fo much the lefs do we fee it; and at length we neither fec other things, nor 
it, the eye becoming fpontaneoufly dazzled by its light. Is, thercfore, ‘Le one in its 
proper nature unknown, though there is fomething elfe unknown befides #he one? 
The one indeed wills to be by itfelf, but with no other; but the unknown beyond 
the one is perfedily ineffable, which we acknowledge neither knows nor is ignorant, 
but has with refpect to itfclf fuper-ignorance. Hence by proximity to this /2e one 

iuelf 


5S4 ” ADDITIONAL NOTES 


itfelf is darkened: for, being very near to the immenfe principle, if it be Jawful fo to 
fpeak, it remains as it were in the adytum of that truly myftic filence. On this 
account, Plato in fpeaking of it finds all his affertions fubverted: for it is near to the 
fubverfion.of every thing, which takes place about the firft. It differs from it how- 
ever in this, that it is ove fimply, and that according to rhe one it is alfo at the fame 
time all things, But the firft is above se one and all things, being more fimple than 
both thefe. 


P. 166. Note. Such then is the intelligible triad. 


In order to convince the reader that the do¢trine here delivered of the intelligible 
triad is not a fiction devifed by the latter Platonifts, I fhall pretent him with the fol- 
lowing tranflation from the fame excellent work of Damafcius (I:o: apyw,) Con- 
cerning principles*, in which the agreement of all the antient theologifis concerning 
this triad is moft admirably evinced. 

The theology contained in the Orphic rhapfodies concerning the intelligible Gods. 
is as follows :—Time is fymbolically placed for the one principle of the univerfe ; but 
ather and chaos, for the two pofterior to this one: and being, fimply confidered, is 
reprefented under the fymbol of an egg. And this is the firft triad of the intelligible 
Gcds. But for the perfection of the fecond triad they efiablith either a conceiving 
and a conceived egg as a God, or a white garment, or a cloud: becaufe from thefe 
Phanes leaps forth into light. For, indeed, they philofophize varioufly concerning 
the middle triad. But Phanes here reprefents intellect. But conceiving him over 
and above this, as father and power, contributes nothing to Orpheus. But they call 
the third triad Metis as intelle#+, Ericapzeus as power, and Phanes as father. But 
whether or not are we to confider the middle triad according to the three-fhaped God, 
while conceived in the egg}? for the middle always reprefents each of the extremes; 
as in this inftance, where the egg and the three-(haped God fubfift together. And 
here you may perceive that the egg is that which is united; but that the threc-fhaped 


and really multiform God is the feparating and difcriminating caufe of that which is 


* Vide Wolfii Anecdot. Gree. tom. iii. p. 252. 
+ ‘Qs vosy is omitted in the original. 
$ This is not an interrogative fentence in the original, but certainly ought to be fo. 
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intelligible. Likewife, the middle triad fubfifts according to the egg, as yet united ; 
but the third * according to the God who feparates and diftributes the whole intclligi- 
ble order. And this is the common and familiar Orphic theology. But that delivered 
by Hieronymus and Hellanicus is as follows. According to them water and matter 
were the firft productions from which earth was fecretly drawn forth: fo that water 
and earth are eftablifhed as the two firf principles : the latter of thefe having a di/perfid 
fubfittence, but the former conglutinating and connecting the latter. But they are 
filent concerning the principle prior to thefe two, as being ineffable : for, as there are 
no illuminations about him, his arcane and ineffable nature is from hence fufficiently 
evinced. But the third principle pofterior to thefe two, water and eartd, and which is 
generated from them, is a dragon, naturally endued with the heads of a bull and a lion, 
but in the middle having the countenance of the God himfelf. They add, likewife, 
that he has wings on his fhoulders, and that he is called unJecaying Time, and Her- 
cules; that Neceffity refides with him, which is the fame as Nature, and incorporeal 
Adraftia, which is extended throughout the univerfe, whofe limits fhe binds in ami- 
cable conjunction. But, as it appears tome, they denominate this third principle as 
eftablifhed according to eflence, and affert, befidcs this, that it fubfifts as male and 
female, for the purpofe of exhibiting the generative caufes of all things. 

I likewife find in the Orphic rhapfodies, that, neglecting the two firft principles, 
together with the one principle who is delivered in filence, the third principle, pofterior 
to the two, is eftablifhed by the theology as the original; becaufe this firft of all 
poffeffes fomething effable and commenfurate to human difcourfe. For, in the former 
hy pothefis, the highly reverenced and undecaying Time, the father of ether and chaos, 
was the principle: but in this Time is neglected, and the principle becomes @ dragon. 
It likewife fays that there was a triple offspring ; moifi ather, an infinite chaos, and 
cloudy and dark Erebus; delivering this fecond triad analogous to the firft: this being 
potential, as that was paternal. Hence, the third proceffion of this triad is dark Erebus: 
its paternal and fummit zther, not according to a fimple but intcllectual fubfiftence : 
but its middle, infinite chaos, confidered as a progeny or proceffion, and ainong thefe 
parturient, becaufe from thefe the third intelligible triad proceeds. What then is the 


third intelligible triad? I anfwer, The egg; the duad of the natures of male and female 


` To veiray is, I conceive, erroneoufly ommitted in the original. 
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which it contains, and the multitude of all-various feeds, refiding in the middle of this 
triad: and the third among thefe is an incorporeal God, bearing golden wings on 
his fhoulders; but in his inward parts naturally poffeffing the heads of bulls, upon 
which heads a mighty dragon appears, invefted with the all-various forms of wild 
beafis. This latt then muft be confidered as the infel/e of the triad; but the middle 
progeny, which are many as well as zwo, correfpond to power, and the egg itfelf is the 
paternal principle of the third triad : but the third God of this third triad, this theology 
cclebrates as Prosogonus, and calls him Jupiter, the difpofer of all things and of the 
whole world; and on this account denominates him Pan. And fuch is the infor- 
mation which this theology affords us, concerning the genealogy of the intelligible 
principles of things. . 

But in the writings of the Peripatetic Eudemus, containing the theology of Orpheus, 
the whole intelligible order is paffed over in filencc, as being every way ineffable and 
unknown, and incapable of verbal enunciation. Eudemus, therefore, commences his 
gencalogy from Nigh, from which alfo Homer begins: though Eudemus is far from 
making the Homeric genealogy confiftent and connected, for he afferts that Homer 
begins from Ocean and Tethys. It is however apparent that Nighé is according to 
Homer the greate(t divinity, fince the is reverenced even by Jupiter himfelf. For 
the poet fays of Jupiter—“ that he feared left he fhould act in a manner difpleafing 
to fwift Night *.’ So that Homer begins his genealogy of the Gods from Nighe. 
But it appears to me that Hefiod, when he afferts that Chaos was firft generated, 
fignifies by Chacs the incomprehenfible and perfectly united nature of that which 
is intelligible: but that he produces Earth + the firft from thence, as a certain prin- 
ciple of the whole proceffion of the Gods. Unlefs perhaps Chaos is the fecond of 
the two principles : but Earth f, Tartarus, and Love form the triple intelligible. So 

that 
© Alers yas uy sears Soy anodyusm peka, Iliad. lib. &. ver. 26r. 

+ Tyv is printed inftead of Tyve 

+ As the whole of the Grecian theology is the progeny of the myftic traditions of Orpheus, it is evident 
that the Gods which Hefiod celebrates by the epithets of Earth, Heaven, &c. cannot be the vifible Heaven 
and Earth: for Plato in the Cratylus, following the Orphic doétrine concerning the Gods, as will appear in 
our notes on that dialogue, plainly fhows, in explaining the name of Jupiter, that this divinity, who is fub- 


ordinate to Saturn, Heaven, Earth, &c. is the artificer of the fenfible univerfe; and confequently Saturn, 
Heaven, 
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that Love is to be placed for the third monad of the intelligible order, confidered 
according to its convertive nature; for it is thus denominated by Orpheus in his 
rhapfodies, But Earth for the firt, as being firt eflablihed in a certain firm and 
eflential permanency. And Tartarus for the middle, as in a certain refpe exciting and 
moving forms into difiribution. But Acufilaus appears to mc to cflablith Chass for 
the firk principle, as entirely unknown ; and after this, two principles, Erebus as 
male, and Night as female; placing the latter for infinity, but the former for bound. 
But from the mixture of thefc, he fays * that Z¢ber, Love, and Counfel are gencrated 
forming three intclligible hypoftafes. And he places Æther as the fummit ; but Love 
in the middle, according to its naturally middle fubfiftence; but Meris or Coun/el as 
the third, and the fame as highly-reverenced intclleét. And, according to the 
hiftory of Eudemus, from thefe he produces a great number of other Gods. But 
Epimenides eftablifhes ir and Night as the two firft principles; manitettly reve- 
rencing in filence the one principle prior to thefe two. But from Air and Night Tur- 
tarus is generated, forming, as it appears to me, the third principle, as a certain mixed 
temperature from the two. And this mixture is called by fome an intelligible medium, 
becaufe it extends itfelf to both the fummit and the end. But from the mixture of 
the extremes with each other an egg is generated, which is truly an intelligible 
animal: and from this again another progeny proceeds. But according to Pherccy- 
des Syrius, the three firft principles are, a Perpetually-aliding Vital Nature, Time t, and 


en Earthly Nature: one of thefe fubfifting, as I conccive, prior to the othertwo. But 


Heaven, Earth, &c. are much fuperior to the mundane deities. Indeed, if this be not admitted, the Thengony 
of Hefiod muk be perfe&tly abfurd amd inexplicable. For why does he call Jupiter, agreeably to Homer, 
(waryp avipwy ve ewy re), “father of Gods and men?” Shall we fay that he means literally that Jupiter is 
the father of al the Gods? But this is impoffible ; for he delivers the generation af Gods who are the 
parents of Jupiter. He can, therefore, only mean that Jupiter is the parent of all the mundane Gods: and 
his Theogony, when contidered according to this expofition, will be found to be beautifully confittent and 
fublime; whereas, according to modern interpretations, the whole is a mere chaos, more wild.than the 
delirious vifions of Swedenborg, and more unconneéted than the f/thy rant of the ftool-preaching methodift. 
I only add, that 7y» is erroneoufly printed in the Excerpta of Wolfius for yxy. 
* dru in the original fhould doubtlefs be ¢yc1. 


t X$evsy is printed for yzsvov. 


588 ADDITIONAL NOTES 


he afferts that Time generates from the progeny of itfelf, Fire, Spirit, and JFaier: 
which fignify, as it appears to me, the triple nature of that which is intelligible. But 
from thefe, diftributed into five profound recefles, a numerous progeny of Gods is con- 
ftituted, which he calls fve- tines animated (rizzuuyo;) ; and which is, perhaps, the 
fame as if he had taid sxzsxorpce, or a five-fold world, But we may probaby difcourfc 
on this tubject at fome other opportunity. And thus much may fuffice at prefent con- 
cerning the hypothelis derived from the Grecian fables, which are both many and 
various. 

But with refpe&t to the theology of the barbarians, the Babylonians feem to pa‘s 
over in filence the one principle of the univerfe. But they eftablifh two principles, 
Tauthe and Apafoon. And they confider Apafoon as the hufband of Tauthe, whom 
they denominate the mother of the Gods: from whom an only-begotten fon ALooumis 
was produced: which, as it appears to me, is no other than the intelligible world de- 
duced from two principles*. But from thefe another proceflion is derived, Dache 
and Dachus. And likewife a third from thefe, Kifre and Affoorus. And from thefe 
again three deities are produced, Anus, Zilinus, and Aus. But from Aus and Dache a 
fon called Belus is produced, who they fay is the demiurgus of the world. But with 
refpect to the Magi, and all the Arion race, as we are informed by Eudemus, fome 
of them call all the intelligible and united world Place, and fome of them Time: from 
which @ good divinity and an evil demon are diftributed ; Light and Durknefs fubfifting 
prior to thefe, according to the affertions of others. However, both the one and the 
other, after an undiftributed nature, confider that nature as having a fubfiftence 
which diftributes the twofold coordination of better natures: one of which coordina- 
tions Orofmades prefides over, and the other Arimanius. But the Sidonians, accord- 
ing to the fame hiftorian, place before all things Time, Defire, and Cloudy Darkne/s. 
And they affert, that from the mingling of Defire and Durkne/s as two principles, ir 
and a gentle Wind were produced: Air evincing the fummit of the intelligible triad; 
but she gentle Wind raifed and proceeding from this, the vital prototype of the intelli- 
gible. And again, that from both thefe the bird Os«s, fimilar to a night raven, was pro- 
duced; reprefenting, as it appears to me, intelligible intellect. But as we find (with- 


* That is, from bound and infinite. 
6 out 
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out the affifiance of Eudemus) the Phoenician mythology, according to Mofchus, 
places ther and Air as the two firtt principles, from which the intelligible God Oulo- 
mus was produced; who, as it appears to tne, is the fum:mit of the intelligible oriler. 
But from this God (yet proceeding together with him) they affert that Chsuforus was 
produced, being the firft unfolding proceffion. And after this an egg fuccecds; 
which I think muft be called intelligible intelle@. But the unfolding Chou/orus is in- 
telligible power, becaufe this is the fir nature which diftributes an undiftributed fub- 
fiftence: unlcfs, perhaps, after the two principles Asher and Air, the fummit is one 
Wind; but the middle two Winds, the fouth-weft and the fouth ; for in a certain refpect 
they place thefe prior to Oxlomus. But Oudomus himfelf is intelligible intelle& : and 
unfolding Chez/crus* the firft order after the intelligible ferics. And the egg isfelf is 
heaven : from the burfting of which into two parts, the fe@ions are faid to have be- 
come heaven and earth. But witherefpect to the Egyptians, nothing accurately is 
rclated of them by Eudemus. According to certain Egyptian philofophers, however, 
among us, an unknown Durknefs is celebrated in fome Egyptian writings as the one prin- 
ciple of the univerfe, and this thrice pronounced as fuch: but for the two principics- 
after the firt, they place wafer and fund, according to Heraifcus; but according to the 
more antient writer Afclepiades, fand and water; from which, and after which, the 
firt Kamephis is generated. But after this a fecond, and from this again a third ; by all 
which the whole intelligible diftribution is accomplifhed. For thus Afclepiades de~ 
termines. But the more modern Heraitcus fays, that the Egyptians, denominating the 
third Kamephis from his father and grandfather, affert that he is the Sun; which, 
doubtlefs, fignifies in this cafe intelligible intellect. But a morc accurate knowledge 
of thefe affairs muft be received from the above-mentioned authors themfelves. It 
muft, however, be obferved, that with the Egyptians there are many diftributions of 
things according to union ; becaufe they unfold an intelligible nature into character- 
iftics, or peculiarities of many Gods, as rnay be Icarned from fuch as arc defirous of 
confulting their writings on this fubject. 

Thus far Damafcius ;. from which curious and intercfting relation the reader may 


not only perceive at one view the agreement of the anticnt theologifts with cach other 
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in celebrating the intelligible triad, and venerating in filence the ineffable principle of 
things, but may likewife behold the origin of the chriftian trinity, its deviation from 
truth, and the abfurdity, and even impiety, with which a beliefin it is unavoidably at- 
tended. Confonant too with the above relation is the dorine of the Chaldzeans con- 
cerning the intelligible order, as delivered by Johannes Picus, in his Conclufions accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Chaldean theologifis*. s The intelligible coordination (fays he) 
is not in the intellectual coordination, as Amafis the Egyptian aflerts, but is above 
every intellectual hierarchy, imparticipably concealed in the abyfs of the firft unity, 
and under the obfcurity of the firft darknefs.” Coordinatio intelligibilis non eft in 
intellectuali coordinatione, ut dixit Amafis Egyptius, fed eft fuper omnem intelle@tu- 
alem hierarchium, in abyfio primz unitatis, ct fub caligine primarum tenebrarum im- 
participaliter abfcondita. 

But from this triad it may be demonftrated, that all the proceffions of the Gods may 
be comprehended in fix orders, viz. the intelligible order, the intelligible and at the fame 
time intellectual, the intelleual, the fupermundane, the liberated, and the mundane +, 
For the intelligible, as we have already obferved, muft hold the firt rank, and muft 
confift of being, life, and intelled, i. e. mult abide, proceed, and return, and this fuper- 
cffentially ; at the fame time that it is characterized, or fubfifts principally according 
to being. But, in the next place, that which is both intelligible and intelle@lual fuc- 
ceeds, which mult likewife be triple, but muft principally fubfift according to Jife, or 
intelligence. And, in the third place, the intellectual order muft fuccecd, which is triply 
convertive. But as, in confequence of the exiftence of the fenfible world, it is neceflary 
that there fhould be fome demiurgic caufe of its cxiftence, this caufe can only be 
found in intelled, and in the lat hypoftafis of the sztellePual triad. For all forms in 
this hypoftafis fubfift according to all-various and perfect divifions; and forms can 
oniy fabricate when they have a perfect intellectual feparation from each other. But 
fince fabrication is nothing more than procefion, the demiurgus will be to the pofterior 
order of the Gods what zke one is to the orders prior to the demiurgus; and confe- 


guently he will be that fecondarily which the firft caufe ofall is primarily. Hence, his 


* Vid. Pici Opera, tom. i. p. $4. 
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firt production will be an order of Gods analogous to the intelligible order, and which 
is denominated /upermundane. After this he muft produce an order of Gods fimilar to 
the intelligible and intelle@ual order, and which are denominated liberated Gods, And 
in the laft place, a proceffion correfpondent to the intellec?ual order, and which can 
be no other than the mundane Gods. For the demiurgus is chiefly characterized ac- 


cording to diverfity, and is allotted the boundary of all univerfal hypoftafes, 
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Page 323. Jt alone ufes contemplative intelle, Se. 


By the governor of the foul in this place a partial intellect is meant. For this in- 
telle&t is proximately eftablifhed above our effence, which it alfo elevates and per- 
fects ; and to which we convert ourfelves, when we are purified through philofophy, 
and conjoin our intellectual power with its intelligence. This partial intellect is par- 
ticipated by all other proximate dzemoniacal fouls, and illuminates ours, when we 
convert ourfelyes to it, and render our reafon intelle€tual. In fhort, as every partial 
foul is effentially fufpended from a certain damon, and every dæmon has a demoni- 
acal intelle&t above itfelf, hence, every partial foul will have this intellect ranked 
prior to itfelf as an impartible effence. Of this intellect, therefore, the firft participant 
will be a dæmoniacal foul, but the fecond, the partial fouls under this, which alfo 
makes them to be partial. It alfo appears that the intellect immediately above every 
dæmon, fo far as it is a whole and one, is the intellect of the demon which prox- 
imately participates it, but that it alfo comprehends the number of the fouls which 
are under it, and the intellectual paradigms of thefc. Every partial foul, therefore, 
will have as an indivifible effence its proper paradigm, which this intelle@ contains, 
and not fimply the whole intelle&, in the fame manner as the dæmon which is effcn- 
tially its leader. Hence the impartible belonging to every partial foul may be accu- 
rately defined to be the idea of that foul, comprehended in the one intelle& which is 
defiined to be the leader of the dæmoniacal feries under which every fuch foul is 


arranged, And thus it will be true, that the intelleQ of every partial foul is alone 
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fupernally eftablifhed among etcrnal entities, and that every fuch foul is a medium 
between the impartible above it, and the impartible nature below it. This, then, is 
the intelligence prior to the foul, and which the foul participates, when its intellectual 
part energizes intellectually. This alfo is the intellect which Plato in the Timaus in- 
dicates under the appellation of intelligence, when he fays “ that true being is appre- 
hended by intelligence in conjunction with reafon; and to which he likewife alludes 
in the latter part of the fame dialogue, where he fays, “ that this intelligence is in the 


Gods, but that it is participated by a few only of the human race.” 


P. 322. Likewife Jupiter the mighty leader, 2c. 


IT is faid by Plato* in the Phzdrus, that there are twelve leaders who prefide over 
the univerfe, who govern all the mundane Gods, and all the companies of damons, 
and who fublimely march to an intelligible nature. It is likewife afferted that Jupiter 
prefides over thefe twelve Gods, who drives a winged chariot, who diftributes all 
things in order, takes care of and leads all the attendant army, firft to an elevated 
place of /peculution within the heavens, and to.thofe bleffed contemplations and evolu- 
tions of intelligibles which it contains; but afterwards to that /ubcelefial arch which 
proximately embraces the heavens, and which the heavens contain: and after this arch 
they procecd into heaven and to the back of heaven. And in this place divine fouls 
are faid to ftand, and, whilft they are carried along with the heavens, to contemplate 
evcry fuperior effence. But prior to the heavens there is faid to be a place which is 
called /uepercelefiial, in which true effence, the plain of truth, the kingdom of Alraftia, and 
the divine choir of virtues, refide : and it is afferted that by the intelligence of thefe 
monads fouls are nourifhed and benefited, while they follow the revolution of the 
heavens. 

And thus much is afferted in the Phadrus, where Socrates clearly fpeaks, as one 
agitated by a divine impulfe, and touches on myftical concerns. But it is requifite 
to confider, in the fir place, what this heaven may be, which Socrates fpcaks of, and 


in what order of beings it is placed. For, having difcovered this, we may then con- 


* This account of that divine order which was denominated by antient theologifts inte//:gille, and at the 


fame time intellectual, is extrafted from the fourth book of Proclus on the Theology of Plato. 
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template the fubceleftial arch, and the back of heaven; fince each of thefe is affumed 
according to an habitude, or alliance to heaven; the one, indeed, being primarily 
fituated above, and the other primarily placed under heaven. 

What then is that heaven to which Jupiter brings the Gods? It we call it fenfible, 
after the manner of fome, it will be neceffary that the more excellent genera fhou!d 
naturally be converted to things fubordinate. For Jupiter, that great leader in the hea- 
vens, if he is himfelf carricd to this fenfible heaven, and leads to this all the attendant 
Gods, he muft himfclf have a converfion to things inferior and pofterior to himfelf. 
And this, together with Jupiter, mufi be the cafe with all the deities and daemons 
that are fufpended from him; though the fame Socrates in the Phzdrus afferts, 
that even a partial foul, when in a perfect ftate, revolves on high, and governs the 
univerfe. How, then, can the leaders of tota! fouls be converted to this fenfible hea- 
ven, and exchange their intelligible place of furvey fora worfe condition ?>—they, who 
through thefe fouls prefide over the univerfe, that they may illuminate mundane na- 
tures, with an abfolute and liberated power! Befides, what bleffed intelleGions can 
the Gods obtain by contemplating this fenfible heaven? And what evolutions can 
there be there of the whole knowledge of fenfible concerns? fince on this hypothefis 
Plato muft be condemned for producing a relation of no value with refpedi to the 
knowledge of the intelligible Gods. For the Gods perfeétly know things fubfifting 
in this fenfible region, not by a converfion to them, but becaufe they contain the 
eaufes of them in themfclves. Hence, in confequence of knowing themfelves, they 
likewife know in a caufal manner and govern thefe fenfible concerns, not furveying 
them, and verging to things which are governed, but through love converting fubor- 
dinate natures to themfelves. It is not, therefore, lawful for the Gods, by whom all 
heaven is governed, and who confider it as worthy their providential care, ever to 
fubfift under its revolution. Nor, indeed, is there any beatitude in the contemplation 
of things fituated under the heavens. Nor are the fouls who are converted to a con- 
templation of this kind in the number of the bleffed, and among fuch as follow the 
Gods; but they rank among thofe who exchange intelligible aliment for the food of 
opinion, and fuch as Socrates reprefents thofe lame fouls, who have broken their wings, 
and are in a merged condition. Since, then, circumftances of this kind belong to 
partial fouls, who do not rank in the number of the bleffed, how can we refer a cone 
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verfion to this fenfible heaven to the leading Gods? Befides, Socrates afferts, that 
fouls ftanding on the back of heaven are carricd round by the celeftial revolution. 
But Timaus and the Athenian gueft fay, that fouls perform all things in the 
heavens from thcir own motions, and externally inve bodies by their powers; 
and that in confequence of living their own life, through the whole of time, they 
impart to bodies fecondary powers of motion. How, then, can thefe things 
accord with thofe who confider this heaven as fenfible? For fouls do not contem- 
plate, and, as it were, dance round intelligibles, in confequence of the revolution of 
the heavens: but, through the unapparent circumvolution of fouls, bodies themfelves 
are carried round in a circle, and about thefe perform their revolutions. If any one, 
therefore, fhould fay that this is the fenfible heaven, and that fouls arc at the fame 
time carried round with its revolutions, and are diftributed according to its back, pro- 
fundity, and fubceleftial arch, it is neceffary to admit that many abfurdities will 
enfue. 

But if any one afferts, that the heaven to which Jupiter leads all his attendant Gods 
and dzemons is intelligible, he will unfold the divine narrations of Plato, in a manner 
agreeable to the nature of things, and will follow his moft celcbrated interpreters. For 
both Plotinus and Jamblichus confider this as a certain intelligible heaven. And 
prior to thefe, Plato himfelf in the Cratylus, following the Orphic theogony, calls 
Saturn indeed the father of Jupiter, and Heaven the father of Saturn. And he unfolds 
the Demiurgus of the univerfe by certain appellations, inveftigating the truth which 
names contain. And he denominates the Demiurgus as one who contains a divine in- 
tellect: but Heaven as the intelligence of firft intelligibles. For Heaven, fays he, is 
fight looking to things on high. And hence, Heaven fubfitts prior to every divine 
intelle@ with which the mighty Saturn is faid to be replete; but it underftands fupcrior 
natures, and whatever is fituated beyond the celeftial order. The mighty Heaven, 
therefore, is allotted a middle kingdom between intelligibles and intelleQuals. 

For, indeed, the celeftial revolution in the Phaedrus is intelligence, by which all the 
Gods, and their attendant fouls, obtain the contemplation of intelligibles. For 
intelligence is between intellect and the intelligible. In this medium, therefore, we 
mutt eftablith the whole Heaven; and we muft affert that it contains one bond of the 
divine orders; being, indeed, the father of the intellectual race, but generated by the 
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kings prior to itfelt, whom it is faid to behold. We muft alfo confider it as fituated 
between the fuperceleftial place and fubceleftial arch. 

Again, therefore, if the fuperceleftial place is indeed that imparticipable and occult 
genus of the intelligible Gods, how can we eftablifh there fo great a divine multitude, 
and this feparated, viz. truth, fcience, juttice, temperance, the meadow, and Adraf- 
tia? For neither are the fountains of virtues proper to the intelligible Gods, nor 
feparation and varicty of forms. For fuch things as are firft and moft characterized by 
unity, extend the demiurgic intellc€& of wholes to an intelligible exemplar, and to the 
comprehenfion of forms which there fubfift: But, in the Phadrus, Socrates afferts that 
a partial intellect contemplates the fuperceleftial place. For this (as it is beautifully 
faid by our anceftors) is the governor of the foul. If, then, it is requifite to invefti- 
gate the difference of intelligibles from this analogy, as the demiurgic intelle&t is im- 
participable, but that which is partial is participable ; fo with refpect to that which 
is intelligible, the intelligible of the demiurgus is the firt paradigm of firft intelligibles, 
but the intelligible of a partial intelle@ is the paradigm of fecondary intelligibles, 
which are indeed intelligibles, but are allotted an intelligible fupremacy as among in- 
telleCluals. But if the fuperceleftial place is fituated above the ccleflial revolution, 
but is inferior to the intelligible triads, becaufe it is more expanded; for it is the plain 
of truth, but is not unknown, and is divided according to a multitude of forms, and 
contains a variety of powers, and the meadow which is there nourifhes fouls, and is 
vifible to their natures, the firft intelligibles illuminating fouls with an incffable union, 
at the fame time that they are not known by them, through intelligence :—if this be 
the cafe, it is neceflary that the fuperceleftial place fhould be fituated between the in- 
telligible nature and the celeftial revolution. But alfo, if Plato himfelf cftablifhes true 
effence in this place, muft he not confider this place as intelligible, and as participating 
fir{t intelligibles? For, becaufe it is effence, it is intelligible; but, becaufe it is true 
eflence, it participates of being. And if it contains in it(clfa multitude of intelligibles, 
it cannot be placed in the firfi triad. For one being is there, and not a multitude of 
beings. But if it poffeffes a various life, which the meadow evinces, it is inferior to 
the fecond triad. For intelligible life is one, and without feparation. And from its 
fhining with divided forms, all-various orders, and prolific powers, it is inferior to the 
third or all-perfect triad, If, therefore, the fuperceleftial place is pofterior to thefe in 
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antiquity and power, but is placed above the celeftial order, it is indeed intelligible, 
but is the fummit of the intclle€tual Gods. And on this account aliment is thence 
derived to fouls. For that which is intelligible is aliment, becaufe firft intelligibles are 
faid to nourifh fouls; and thefe are the beautiful, the wife, and the good. For with 
thefe, according to Plato, the winged nature of the foul is nourifhed, but is cor- 
rupted, and perifhes through things of a contrary nature. Thefe things, however, 
fubfift there tn an exempt manner, and through union and filence.* But the fuper- 
celeftial place is faid to nourifh through intelligence and energy, and to fill the bleffed 
choir of fouls with intelligible light, and the prolific rivers of life. 

But after the fuperceleftial place, and Heaven itfelf, the fabccleftial arch is fituated, 
which, as is evident to every one, is placed under, and not in the Heavens: for it 18 
not called by Plato a celeffial, but a fubcelefiial arch. And that it is likewife proxi- 
mately fituated under the celeflial revolution, is evident from what is faid con- 
cerning it. But if it is requifite that the tubceleflial arch, thus fubfifting, fhould be 
cftablifhed as the fame with the fummit of intelle@uals, and not as the fame with the 
extremity of the intelligible and intellectual Gods, it will be neceffary to contemplate 
what remains. For the intellectual fummit feparates it(elf from the celeftial king- 
dom: but the extremity of the intelligible and intellectual Gods is conjoined, and 
evcry way furrounded with this kingdom. And this /ummit eftablithes the whole of 
intellect and intelle@tual multitude, and (as Socrates fays) the bleffed tranfitions of the 
Gods. But the extremity bounds alone the celeftial feries, and fupplies to the Gods 
an afcent to Heaven. For when the Gods atcend to the banquet, and delicious food, 
and to the plenitude of intelligible good, then they proceed on high to the fubcclefiial 
arch, and through this to the ccleftial revolution. Hence, if you affert that the fub- 
celeftial arch perfects the Gods, and converts them to the whole of heaven, and to 
the fuperceleftial place, you will not wander from the conceptions of Plato. For the 
Gods are nourifhed with the intelligible, with the meadow, and the divine forms which 
the fuperceleftial place contains.. But they are replenifhed with this aliment through 
the fubceleftial arch: for through this they participate of the ccleftial revolution. 
They revolve, therefore, through the fubceleftial arch; but they reccive a vigorous 
intelligence from the celeftial order, and they are replenifhed with intelligible 
goods from the fuperceleflial placc. It is evident, therefore, that the fuperccleftial 
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place is allotted an intelligible fummit; but the celeftial revolution obtains a middle 
extent, and the fubceleftial arch poffeffes an intelligible extremity. For all things 
are contained in this. And intelle& indeed is enducd with a convertive power; but 
the intelligible is the objet of defire. And divine intelligence fills up the middle; 
perfecting indeed the converfions of divine natures, and conjoining them with fuch as 
are firl; but rendering the defires of intelligibles apparent, and replenifhing fecondary 
natures with preceding goods. And thus I think we have fufficiently treated con- 
cerning the order of thefe three. 

Perhaps, however, fome one may inquire, why we charaGterize according to this 
medium the wholc progreffion of the intelligible, and at the fame time intellectual 
Gods ; and why of the extremes we call one fuperceleftial, but the other fubcelcftial, 
from its habitude to the middle; demonftrating of the one exempt tranfcendency, 
but of the other a proximate and conjoined hypobafis (i. e. fubject bafis, or founda- 
tion). To this then we fhall briefly anfwer, that this whole genus of the intelligible 
and intellectual Gods is connective of both thefe extremes, to fome things indecd 
being the caufe of converfion, but to others of an unfolding into light, and a pre- 
fence extended to fecondary natures. As, therefore, we call all the intelligible Gods 
paternal and unical, chara¢tcrizing them from the fummit, and affert that they are the 
boundaries of wholes, the fabricators of effence, the caufes of perpetuity, and the 
authors of the production of form; in the fame manner we evince that thefe middle 
Gods, from the medium which they contain, are the leaders of the bonds of wholes. 
For this whole middle order is vivific, conne@ive, and perfeQive. But its fummit 
indeed unfolds the impreffions of intelligibles, and their ineffable union. But its ter- 
Mination converts the intellectual Gods, and conjoins them with intelligibles. And 
its middle leads this order as to a centre, and eftablithcs the total gencra of the Gods, 
For, through a tendency to the middle, we attribute alfo to the extremes a habitude of 
tranfcendency and fubjcQion ; denominating the one above, and the other beneath the 
middle. 

Let us now confider what the negations are by which Plato celebrates this middle 
order of Gods. ‘Thofe facred genera, therefore, the connective, the perfective, and 
the paternal, of thofe divine natures which are properly called intelle@tual, are proxi- 
mately eflablifhed after the intelligible fummit of all intelleQuals. For this fummit, 
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being exempt from thefe, alfo tranfcends all the intelle@ual Gods. For what every 
genus of Gods is to ¢he one, that the three orders pofierior to, are to this fummit. 
Plato, therefore, denominates the celeftial order, which conneéts wholes, and illu- 
minates them with intelligible light, colour; becaufe this apparent beauty of the 
heavens is refplendent with all-various colours and light. Hence he calls shat 
Heaven intel!lcQual colour and light. For the light proceeding from zhe good is in 
the order fuperior to this unknown and occult, abiding ia the adyta of the Gods; 
but it is unfolded in this order, and from the unapparent becomes apparent. And on 
this account it is affimilated to colour, the offspring of light. Further ftill: if Heaven 
is fight looking to things on high, according to the definition of Socrates in the 
Cratylus, the intelligible of it is very properly called colour, which is conjoined with 
fight. 

The caufe, therefore, of the intelligibles in Heaven is withcut colour, and is exempt 
from them. For fenfible colour is the offspring of the folar light. But the fub- 
celeftial arch, which proximately fubfifts after the celeftial order, is called by Plato 
figure: for the arch itfelf is the name of a figure. And, in fhort, in this order Par- 
menides alfo places intellectual figure; but firft attributes conta to the fummit of 
intellectuals, as is evident from the conclufions of the Parmenides. For, in the firft 
hypothefis, taking away figure from the one, he ufes this as a medium, that tbe one docs 
not zouch itfelf. Contac?, therefore, herc firft fubfifts, and is here according to caufe. 
For of fueh things as the demiurgus is proximately the caufe, of thefe the father 
prior to him is paradigmatically the caufe. Hence contact here is the paradigm of 
the liberated Gods. Thefe three orders, therefore, are fucceffive, viz. colour, figure, 
and contac?. And of thefe the fuperceleftial place is effentially exempt. Hence it is 
without colour, without figure, and without contact. 

In the next place, let us confider the triad which is celebrated by Socrates as pre- 
fubfifting in the fuperceleftial place, viz. the plain of truth, the meadow, and the ali- 
ment of the Gods. The plain of truth, therefore, is intellectually expanded to intel- 
ligible light, and is illuminated with the fplendours which thence proceed. But the 
meadow is the prolific power of life, ard of all-various reafons, and is the comprehenfion 
of the primary caufes of life, and the caufe of the variety and the procreation of forms, 
For meadows in this fenfible region are fertile with forms and productive powers, and 
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contain water, which is a fymbol of vivific energy. But the nourifhing caufe of the 
Gods is a certain intelligible union, comprehending in itfelf the whole perféSion of the 
Gods, and filling them with vigour and power, that they may provide for fecondary 
natures, and poffefs an immutable intelligence of fuch as are firt. The Gods, how- 
ever, participate of thefe uniformly on high, but with feparation in their progreflions. 
Of the aliment, alfo, one kind is called by Plato ambrofia, and the other nectar. Here, 
too, we may obferve, that the charioteer who is nourifhed with intelligibles partici- 
pates of the perfection illuminated from the Gods unically, but the horfes divifibly ; 
firft of ambrofia, and afterwards of near. For it is neceffary that they fhould re- 
main firmly and immovably in more exccllent natures, from ambrofia; but that they 
fhould immutably provide for fecondary natures, through nectar ; fince they fay that 
ambrofia is a folid, but netar a liquid nutriment. Hence, the nutriment of nectar 
fignifics that in providence which is unreftrained, indifioluble, and which procceds to 
all things with perfect purity. But the nutriment of ambrofia fignifies that which is 
permanent, and which is firmly eflablifhed in more excellent natures. But from both 
it is implied, that the Gods are permanent, and at the fame time procecd to all things ; 
and that neither their undeviating energy, and which is unconverted to fubordinate na- 
tures, is unprolific, nor their prolific power and progreffion, without flability: but, being 
permanent, they proceed, and, being eftablifhed in prior natures, provide for things 


fecondary with confuinmate purity. 


THE END OF THE TITIRD VOLUME. 


ERRAT Ae 


Vol. III. p. 35, in the laft line, for infinite, multitude, read infinite multitude. 


p. 581, lines 26, 27, 28, 29, for the word mere, in each of thefe lines, read more. 


